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Current Topics. 


Lord Haldane. 

Ir is not unnatural that in the present ministerial re- 
construction rumour should be busy with the position of the Lord 
Chancellor. We have not thoucht it nec ssary in these columns 
to make any allusion to the attacks on Lord HALpanr which have 


been current for a long time in a certain section of the press. 


They are not altogether political, or they would of course be quite 


outside our province, So lar as we mide rstand them, the y are 


based on the fact that he is mort acquaint d than most men with 
German life and thought, and also, that he made a definite effort 
before the war to secure a better understanding with Germany. 
It is difficult to see how either can be made a ground of r proach, 
even when full allowance is made for present circumstances. 
Granted that a Government i* required which will prosecute the 


} virour, vet it must be a Go rnment, not 


war with the 
animated by blind passion, but thoroughly ¢ snisant of the 

; ha , 
nulitary authorities of 


utmost 


two objects in view first, to crush the 
and bring those most responsible to the bar of justice, 


Germany, 
consistently with that end, to 


and next, as soon as pos ible, 
arrange a modus vivendi with the German pe opl which will pre- 


vent a recurrence of the pres nt tragic strife. There is a position 


here which Lord Haupane is eminently qualified to fill, and we 
can hardly believe that he will not be found in the new “ Ministry 


of All the Talents.” 


Intermediate Lessees and Increased Licence 
Duties. 
Tue precision of the House of Lords in Watney, Combe, Reid 


& Co. v. Berners (rept rted eleewhere) finally settles the diffi- 
culty caused by the wording of ect on 2 of the Finance Act, 1912. 
The section applies to free licensed houses which are held under a 


lease or agreement made before the passing of the Finance Act, 
] ,’ 


1910, and it enables the “ lessee” to recover from the “orantor’ 
of the lease or agreement a proportionate part of the “ increase 
of the duty payable in re pect « f the licence under the Finance 
Act, 1910. The drafteman apparently forgot that there might 


be intermediate lessees between the ireeholder and the occupying 

tenant—that is the licence-holder—and he omitted to state 

whether in such a case the payment could be passed on from each 
v 


lessee to the l ssor next above him. Express provision to this 
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effect is made in regard to the compensation charge under the 
Licensing Consolidation Act, 1910, s. 21 (3); but this is omitted in 
the Act of 1912, and there has been hitherto a preponderance of 
judicial opinion that the proportionate part of the increase in the 
licence duty could only be deducted by the occupying tenant as 
against his immediate lessor. Judge Bray, indeed, in the first 
instance, took the opposite view, and held that an intermediate 
lessee was within the section, But the Divisional Court (Ripiey 
and Coueripes, JJ.) (57 Soxicrrors’ Journar, 687; 1913, 3 K. B. 
427) reversed this decision, and they were affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (Kennepy, L.J., and Bray, J., Lord Sumner dissent- 
ing) (58 Sonuerrors’ Journan, 593; 1914, 3 K. B. 288). How- 
ever the House of Lords thhave held that the term “ lessee ” 
in the " h on 
the probable intention of the Legislature, or the arithmetical 
Consequently 


section cannot be restricted by any reasons based 
anomalies arising from the successive deductions. 
it includes each lessee in the ascending scale, and the inter- 
inediate lessee can make the statutory deduction from his rent 
as auch as the occupying tenant. Hence the appeal was allowed, 


and the original judgment in the county court restored. 


The United States and the ‘‘ Lusitania.” 

It 18 unnecessary to comment at any length on the Note sent 
by the United States to Germany on the various breaches of 
international law affecting the lives and property of United 
States citizens, which culminated in the sinking of 7'he Lusitania. 
As a diplomatic document it attains the highest rank for clear 
and temperate, but at the same time emphatic, statement of the 
case both for protection of neutral interests and for the humane 
conduct of maritime war. Its main point—that submarine war- 
fare as conceived by Germany is quite inadmissible—is made in 
the following passage : 

The Government of the United States therefore desires to 
call the attention of the Imperial German Government with 
the utmost earnestness to the fact that the objection to their 
present method of attack against the trade of their enemies 
lies in the practical impossibility of employing submarines 
in the destruction of commerce without disregarding thos 
rules of fairness, reason, justice and humanity which all 
modern opinion regards as imperative. It is practically im 
possible for officers of submarines to visit a merchantman at 
sea and examine her papers and cargo. It is practically im- 
possible for them to make a prize of her, and if they cannot 
pat a prize crew on board they cannot sink her without 
leaving her crew and all on board her to the mercy of the sea 
in her small boats 

President Witson asks for an assurance that the German Govern- 
ment will disavow the acts of ite naval officers, and will make 
reparation as far as reparation is possible “for injuries which are 
What may be the answer is still unknown, 
and even the sinking of The Lusitania seems likelv to be over- 
shadowed by the continual shifting of the scenes in this world 
drama, 


without measure.” 


But the answer will show how far Germany is ready to 
risk civilisation for her own selfish ends, 


Double Nationality. 


THE POSITION in this country of naturalized British subjects 
who were originally of German nationality has brought into 
prominence the question of double nationality. Prima facie it 


the particular State, there can be no such thing as double nation 
ality. But thisisnot so. Nationality is a question of municipal, 
and not of international law, and the same person may well be 
the subject at the same time of two different States. This may 
be voluntary on bis part or intentional. “Every child,” says 
Prof. OprENHEIM (International Law, Vol. L., p. 385), “ born in 
Great Britain of German parents acquires at the same time 
British and German nationality, for such child is British accord 
ing to British and German according toGerman municipal law.” 
And he points out that it may also be the result of marriage. 
Double nationality arises with the consent of the individual, 
when he acquires a new nationality without divesting himself of 
the old ; and the case of Germans who have become naturalized 
British subjects was raised by questions in the House of 
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was “nemo potest exuere patriam ;” but this was altered by the 
Naturalization Act, 1870 (see ante, p. 158), and similarly the 
British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act, 1914, provides by 
section 13 that a British subject who voluntarily obtains 
naturalization in a foreign State shall cease to be a British 
subject. The German law appears to have no such general 
provision, but various modes of losing German nationality are 
prescribed by the German Nationality Act of 1870. Thus a 
German loses his nationality :—(1) by order of dismissal made on 
his own application by the central authority of his State; (2) 
by order made on its own initiative by the central auth rity (a) 
if he resides abroad and in cage of war does not comply with a 
notice to return to Germany; ()) if he enters the Government 
service of a foreign State and docs not comply with a notice to 
renounce such service ; and (3) by ten years’ continuous residence 
outside the German Empire without registration in the proper 
consular register. This period may by international agreement be 
reduced to five years in the event of naturalization in a foreign 
State (Schuster, German Civil Law, p. 27). For present purposes 
the most important of these cases is the last, We are not aware 
that any agreement has been made between this country and 
Germany reducing the ten years period. Thus it appears that 
persons originally of German nationality who have become 
naturalized here, and have resided here for over ten years, have 
ceased to be of German nationality, unless they have maintained 
that nationality by registration in the proper consular register. 
A useful discussion of this subject and the rules adopted in 
various States will be found in Hall’s International Law, 6th ed., 
Part. II., chapter 5. 


The Alien Question. 


Ir so happens that the names of the two authorities to whom 
we have just referred—Dr. E. J. Scnusrer and Professor 
OpPENHEIM, the one a well-known member of Lincoln's Inn and 
the other Whewell Professor at Cambridge—have been 
appended within the last few days to letters in the Times 
denouncing the conduct of Germany in making and in carrying 
on the war. The recent developments of German methods may 
have called for the disclaimers so generally made, however unnece 
sary in particular cases such as we have just mentioned ; but it 
is unfortunate that there should be a tendency to associate the 
crimes of the rilitary authorities in Germany with persons 
generally of German extraction. Sir EpGar Spryer has taken 
the stronger course of attempting to resign the honours which he 
has received in this country, though as to this there are 
technical difficulties which we discuss elsewhere. We notice 
that the Times, in a singularly captious spirit, rebukes Sir 
EpGak for tendering his resignation of his honours to the Prime 
Minister and not to the Crown; but it would be more to the 
point to know what are the charges made in this and other 
cases. We are not aware that they have ever been formulated. 
More important is the recent outbreak of mob violence which 
in its undiscerning criminality damaged persons of British 
and German extraction indifferently, and on which Sir ALFRED 
HopkKINSON has written a deservedly strong letter to the 7imes, 
which we print efsewhere. We are inclined to think that the 
magistrates took too lenient a view of the outbreaks, but we 


' ( ition; | are quite ready to admit that they were placed in a difficult posi- 
might be thought that, since nationality involves allegiance to | vion. 


It appears to be impossible to guarantee public order at 
home under the special circumstances of the war, and according 
to the announcement made by the Prime Minister in the House 
of Commons on the 13th inst. the policy of internment is to be 
extended. It is proposed that primd facie all adult males who 
are alien enemies shall “for their own safety and that of the 
community, be segregated and interned, or, if over milt 
tary age, be repatriated.” Women and children of suitable 
age will be repatriated, but subject to exceptions based on justice 
and humanity. An advisory body of a judicial character will be 
set up to deal with applications for exemption from the general rule 
of internment ; and the Home Secretary will be responsible for 
ascertaining who are the persons to whom the new policy will 
apply. There will also be power of internment as regards 
naturalized aliens, but with them the primé facie presumption will 


Commons on Monday. On this point the former British rule | be against internment. Of course all this is very much w be 
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regretted, and it would, apparently, have been unnecessary had the 
Government seen their way to maintain public order. But it 
may still be hoped that the sense of humiliation oceasioned by 
the recent excesses will cause humaner counsels to prevail; and 
the judicial character of the Commission should secure that mere 
suspicien shall not be a reason for internment. 


The Doctrine of Lawes v. Benaett. 


THE DECISION in Lawes vy. Bennett (1 Cox Eq. Cas. 167) has been 
frequently criticized. It will probably be admitted that it takes 
the proceeds of sale of land from one who is entitled to regard 
himself as owner and hands them overto another. As a leading 
conveyancing authority said some years ago in our columns, the 
decision as been treated, and rightly treated, as contrary to 
principle and common sense (55 SOLictTors’ JOURNAL, p. 361), and 
among the judges who have taken or suggested this view he 
referred to Fry, J., in Edwards v. West (7 Ch. D., p. 863), Currry, 
J.,in Re Isaacs (1894, 3 Ch. 506), and Nevitur, J., in Re Dyson 
(1910, 1 Cb. 750). But the decision still stands, and it has been 
recently the subject of discussion in the Court of Appeal in 
Re Marlay (veported elsewhere). The point in Lawes v. Bennett 
is that an option to purchase land contained in an agreement 
by the owner may, if exercised after his death, have the effect 
of taking the proceeds away from the devisee or heir, and throw 
ing them into the personal estate. Under the agreement, there 
is, at its date, no actual contract for sale, and no such contract 
arises until the option is exercised. The common-sense view is 
that if at that time the land has already devolved upon the 
devisee or heir, the contract only concerns him. He is bound 
to carry it out; but, while he must lose the land, he would 
take the money. But not so Lawes v. Bennett. According to 
Kenyon, M.R., in that case, the whole matter is referred back 
tothe original agreement, and though he added that the con 
version did not take place till a future period, yet he held that 
the money, when the conversion did take place, formed part of 
the personal estate of the testator. 


The Time When Conversion Takes Place. 


THE REASONING in Lawes vy. Bennett (supra), is, perhaps, a 
little mixed, and the decision in Re Marlay does not seem to clear 
it up. The question there arose over conditional contracts for 
sale under the Irish Land Purchase Acts, but the judgment of 
the Master of the Rolls dealt with the case, in the first place, as 
one of an option of purchase, and the real point was whether, 
pending the exercise of the option, the estate duty on the land 
was payable on the footing of its being real or personal estate 
at the testator’s death. Ifthe conversion takes place from the 
date of the original agreement, then, on the exercise of the option 
after the owner's death, the land is retrospectively converted 
into money before his death, and it should be treated as though 
it had passed on his death as personal estate ; but if there is no 
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option, the conversion operates retrospectively as from the date 
of the original agreement. In Ke Marlay the Court of Appeal 
held that there is no conversion at all till the exercise of the 
option, and this seems to forbid any retrospective operation. 
There seems to be no intention to overrule Lawes v. Bennett, but 
we suspect that that is the logical result. 


Guilty but Insane. 


ONLY IN the realms of Gilbert and Sullivan operas, one might 
suppose, could any system of law arrive at the strange result now 
arrived at by the House of Lords in Rez v. Felstead (1914, A. C. 
534), and recently carried out to its logical conclusion by Mr. 
Justice Joyce in the case Le Houghton (Times, 10th inst.) and 
the Court of Criminal Appeal in Rex v. Taylor (Times, 18th inst.). 
Under the law prior to 1883, if a prisoner were proved at the 
trial to have been insane when he committed the crime for which 
he was indicted, the jury found a verdict of insanity. Under the 
Trial of Lunatics Act, 1883, they now find a special verdict, 
“guilty but insane,” with the result that the prisoner is liable to 
an order detaining him in a criminal lunatic asylum during His 
Majesty’s pleasure. Now, in Felstead’s case (supra) the House of 
Lords held that, where such a verdict is found, itis not a verdict 
of guilty but one of acquittal, since it implies the absence of a 
mens rea on the part of the accused. The result of this view 
was that they held such a prisoner unable to appeal against the 
verdict and sentence, since section 3 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 
1907, only provides for appeals “against convictions.” This 
seems rather hard on the unfortunate prisoner, who suffers an 
order of lifelong detention and has no remedy. But it has also 
its points in his favour, as appeared in the case before Mr. Justice 
Joyck, mentioned above. There the question was whether a 
prisoner, found guilty but insane, who had killed his father, 
could take a benefit under the latter's intestaey. Of course, ever 
since the celebrated Crippen case in 1911, and the subsequent 
probate proceedings relating to Mrs, Cripren’s estate, it has 
been well-settled law—(1) that a murderer cannot take any benefit 
in his victim’s estate, and (2) that primé facie the conviction is 
evidence of the murder. But here there was no conviction, but 
a verdict of acquittal, and so Mr. Justice Joyce held that the 
lunatie could share in the estate of his father. 


Bar to Criminal Appeal. 


But (MMEDIATELY following Mr. Justice Joyce's decision a 
strange case came before the Court of Criminal Appeal. Henry 
TAYLOR was tried on a charge of “unlawful wounding” at 
Worcester Sessions, and pleaded guilty. But the judge refused 
to accept this plea, and, after it had actually been entered on the 
record, entered another plea—*not guilty. Eventually the jury 
found TayLor “guilty bat insane,” whereupon he wished to 
appeal. Felstead’s case stood in the way, but the Recorder found 
what appeared a way out. The Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, 


conversion until the exercise of the option, then the land passes | permits the trial judge to state a case on any point before him 
as realty. It is clear that the conversion is not retrospective for | for the opinion of the Court of Crintinal Appeal, and the 


all purposes, since the intermediate rents and profits go to the 
devisee or heir-at-law: Townley v. Bedwell (14 Ves. 591); and in 


. Re Marlay it seems to have been held that there is no conversion 


at all till the exercise of the option. But if this were 80, 
then the owner at that time would take the proceeds. The fact 
is that the conversion for the all-important purpose of determining 
who is entitled to the proceeds of sale is not treated as effective 
only on the exercise of the option, but is carried back to the date 
of the original contract. Substantially, therefore—if Lawes v. 
Bennett is accepted —that is the date of conversion, though, by way 
of exception, the devisee or heir is not made to account for 
the intermediate profits. Lord Cozens-HaRDY says that the 
devisee has a fee simple subject to be defeated by the exercise 
of the option. We do not remember to have seen the matter 
putin this way before, and we are not sure that it is in accord- 
ance with the real title. Our impression is that, apart from the 
possible effect of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the devisee would 
convey his fee simple to the purchaser, and there is no defeasance 
ofthat estate. But, at any rate, this dictum merely states the fact 
of the liability to defeasance ; it does not account for it. The 
liability is based on the doctrine that, on the exercise of the 








Recorder accordingly stated a case upon certain objections taken 
by the counsel for the prisoner. Unfortunately, sucha case has 
to be stated under section 1 of the Crown Cases Act, 1848, 
which is expressed as conferring the power only “when any 
person has been convicted of any treason, felony or mis 
demeanour.” But Felstead’s case shews that TayLor had not been 
convicted, so here again an appeal was barred ; and the Court of 
Criminal Appeal refused to hear the case stated. As a matter of 
fact, one of che points raised was an alleged irregularity of the 
trial judge, which, if proved, went to the root of the proceedings ; 
he had entered a plea of “not guilty” when a plea of “ guilty ” 
still stood on the record, a practice held to be ultra vires in the 
famous Autrefois acquit case of Ree v. Banks (1911, 2 K. B. 1095). 
‘The question remains whether the prisoner has any means of 
questioning this alleged irregularity. Since the error — on 
the face of therecord, it would seem that the King’s Bench Division 
might issue a writ of certiorari to bring up the record and quash 
it; for’ the proceedings took place at quarter sessions, a 
tribunal subject to the disciplinary regulation of the High 
Court. But no such remedy would be possible were a similar 
alleged irregularity to arise at assizes or at the Central 
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Criminal Court. Certainly the resulting legal situation is very 
curious. 


A Jury’s Reasons. 

THERE 1S an old saying that a magistrate should never give 
his reasons, for fear that they should render invalid a perfectly 
just decision. However this may be, it is certainly not often 
wise for a jury to add a rider to their verdict giving their 
reasons for it. And where their verdict is one which leaves the 
judge a discretion as to costs or otherwise, he must neither ask 
the jury for their reasons nor allow them to influence bim in 
exercising his discretion. This was decided by the Court of 
Appeal two years ago in JV ootton v. Sievier and Others (1913, 30 
T. L. R. 165), where a jury had found for the plaintiff in a libel 
action with a verdict cf one farthing damages, and the trial 
judge had refused to deprive the plaintiff of costs under his 
discretion to do so “ for good cause.” Ona subsequent day the 
judge was asked to grant astay of execution on the ground that 
the jury had expressed an opinion that the plaintiff should be 
deprived of his costs ; the Court of Appeal held that he could 
not properly take this into consideration in deciding whether or 
not he would grant the stay asked for pending appeal. The 
judge in that case was Mr. Justice DARLING, who naturally was 
able to avoid a similar error in the case of London and Provin- 
cial Electric Theatres (Limited) v. Associated Newspapers (Limited) 
and Others (Times, 19th inst.). Here a company, some of 
whose shareholders were aliens, had brought a libel action 
against a newspaper, and the jury returned a verdict for the 
plaintiffs, assessing the damages at one farthing, and a verdict in 
favour of one subsidiary defendant. The foreman went on to 
explain that the jury had great difficulty in knowing what to find, 
and that their decision might have been different had the articles 
been more accurately written ; they very nearly—— ; but what 
they very nearly did has not transpired, for Mr. Justice DARLING 
rightly refused to listen further to this account of the jury’s 
psychological pre cesses, Following the pres edent of Red Man’s 
Syndicate v. Associated Newspapers (26 'T. L. R. 394), he deprived 
the plaintiffs of costs. 


Compulsory Titles of Honour. 


Two interesting constitutional questions are raised by the offer 
to resign his membership of the Privy Council and his baronetcy 
addressed by Sir EpGar Speyer to the Prime Minister. As 
regards the baronetcy, it seems unquestionable that nothing 
except a conviction for treason or an Act of Parliament can 


affect its tenure by Sir EpGar and his heirs. For a baronetcy, 
like a peerage, is clearly a privilege or dignity of the realm. 
Baronetcies, indeed, are not an ancient dignity. They were 
created in 1611 by JAmes I. with the object of raising money to 
settle the Plantation of Ulster, and the /ocus situs of the dignity 
—for all peerages and baronetcies have a nominal relation to 
some territorial site where the barony is supposed to exist—was 
fixed in Nova Scotia; the new “little barons” were given an 
imaginary “barony” in that then desolate colony. Baronetcies 
are granted by letters patent, as peerages have been since the 
days of the Tudor Monarchy, and the form of the patent in each 
case is the same; it grants the dignity in the shape of an 
entail to the grantee and the heirs of his body—usually the 
heirs male, but not necessarily so. 


Now there is an abundance of authority for the proposition 
that none can surrender a peerage. In 1678 the question came 
up in the Purbeck peerage case (1 Show. P.C. 1), where Viscount 
PURBECK petitioned the Crown for leave to resign “ the title and 
honour of Viscount Purnseck.” ‘The matter was referred to the 
House of Lords, which emphatically declined to recognize the 
existence of any such right in a subject, and declared its opinion 
in the following words: 

“The lords spiritual and temporal in Parliament assembled, 
are unanimously of opinion and do resolve and adjudge, that no 
fine now levied, or at any time hereafter to be levied to the 
King, can bar a peer’s title of honour, or the right of any 





person claiming such title under him that levied, or shall levy 
such fine.” 

The question arose again in the Norfolk Peerage case (1907, 
A.C. 10). Here the facts were very curious. In 1302, Rocer 
Le Byaop, Earl of Norfolk, purported to surrender his carldom 
to Epwarp I. In 1312 Epwarp II. granted toone THOMAs pg 
BROTHERTON, and the heirs of his body, the earldom so surren- 
dered. Dg BROTHERTON received many writs of summons to 
Parliament and often sat there. The earldom, however, in 
course of time fell into abeyance, until in our own day Lord 
Moweray claimed it. He proved his descent from THomas 
DE BrRoTHERTON, and therefore his claim to the earldom if pg 
BROTHERTON’S grant in 1312 was good. But the grant purported 
to give him RoGEer LE ByGop’s surrendered earldom, and there- 
fore its validity depended on the validity of the surrender. The 
House of Lords declared that surrender absolutely void, and so 
Lord Mowpray’s claim was defeated. Lord HALsBuRY quoted 
a passage from the famous “ Report on the Dignity of a Peer” 
(Third Report, Vol. IL, pp. 25-46) to shew that such surrenders 
are void. “ No peer of this realm,” says the a he quoted, 
“can drown or extinguish his honour, but that it descend to his 
descendants, neither by surrender, grant, fine, nor by any other 
conveyance to the King.” 

Conveyancers may be interested in the precise form of the 
invalid regrant to THOMAS DE BroTHERTON of ROGER br 
Bycon’s surrendered peerage, and therefore we quote in full 
the opening words of the charter; it is a very curious 
medieval document. 

“The King to the Archbishop, etc., greeting. 

Know ye, that we have given, granted, and by this our 
charter, confirmed to Taomas DE BroTHERTON, our very dear 
brother, all the right and honor and Lordship which Rocer Le 
Bycop, formerly Earl of Norfolk and Marshal of England, had 
by the name of Earl in the county of Norfolk, and which came 
to the hands of the Lord Epwarp, the First, of famous 
memory, formerly King of England, our father, by the grant, 
surrender, remise, and quit claim of the same Earl, and are in 
our hand, to have and to hold to the same THomas and his 
heirs of the body lawfully begotten of us and our heirs, with all 
and singular things thereto belonging by whatsoever name they 
may be called, as entirely as the aforesaid Earl had and held 
them on the day of the grant, surrender, remise and quit claim 
aforesaid, for ever.” 

sut while it is clear that peerages cannot be surrendered, what 
about baronetcies? Must the same rule apply to these titles of 
honour? That depends on the reasoning in the Purbeck and 
Norfolk peerage cases. Now a peerage is inalienable, not because 
it carries with it a seat in the Legislature (that is a mere 
historical accident), but because it is a personal dignity granted 
to a man and the heirs of his body. The statute De Dons 
Conditignalibus, passed in 1285, made such grants inalienable in 
the case of all hereditaments; it turned what was previously 
regarded as a fee simple conditional (which became a fee simple 
upon the birth of an heir to the grantee’s body) into an estate 
tail. It is true that, by a series of legal fictions—the suffering of 
a common recovery and the levying of a fine—such entails in 
case of lands and tenements could be barred ; but the principle 
on which such barring was based—namely, the purchase of the 
lands from a sham vendor who warranted his title to them and 
who was vouched to warranty by the defendant in the fictitious 
action—could not apply to a dignity conferred by the Crown 
which was not the subject of sale or traffic. It follows that all 
dignities granted to a man and the heirs of his body descend in 
strict entail, and he cannot defeat the rights of his heirs by 
surrendering them. 

Baronetcies are more numerous than peerages, and so one 
would expect at first sight many reported cases relating to the 
rules which govern the tenure of them. But this is not the case, 
for, since a baronetcy confers no seat in the Legislature, neither 
House is concerned in pronouncing upon the validity of claimants 
to such honours ; and therefore the Committee of Privileges has 
no baronetey cases to report upon. The ordinary courts of the 
realm cannot inquire into the enjoyment of privileges granted 
by the Crown, and so will not entertain suits relating to the 
possession of a baronetcy ; at least the Court of Session—whose 
view is no doubt that of English law as well as Scots law— 
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refused: to entertain a claim two years ago (The Menzies 
Baronetcy Claim, Court of Session, 1913). Indeed, until the 
reign of the late King Epwarp, who established a roll of 
baronets vouched for by the Heralds’ Office, there was no means 
of deciding whether or not any claimant of a baronetcy was 
entitled thereto. Now he must satisfy the Registrar of the Roll 
as to the validity of his title, and that official has probably an 
absolute discretion to admit or reject claims. But until someone 
has attempted by a writ of mandamus to compel the Registrar 
to enroll a rejected claim, this cannot be stated with absolute 
certainty. 

Of course, none of these considerations apply to the office of 
Privy Councillor, which is not a hereditament. It is a’common 
law office, like that of coroner or sheriff, and therefore compul- 

We may say with reasonable certainty that its occupier 
cannot voluntarily renounce it. But the King can select whom he 
chooses as his Privy Counciilor, and therefore can dismiss a 
Councillor. The mode of exercising this prerogative is simple and 
striking. The King asks for the book containing the list of Privy 
Councillors and cancels the name therein. A similar method of 
revising other ministerial offices was adopted by GrorGe III. 
Everyone knows the famous story, told by Lord BrovGHam in 
his Statesmen of the Reign of GrorGe IIL. about the King, Lord 
NortH, and CHARLES JAMES Fox. Fox, then a Tory and a 
junior Lord of the Treasury, dared to make a liberal speech in 
the House of Commons and offended the King beyond forgiveness. 
The tidings of his dismissal were conveyed to him by his friend 
and the then Premier, Lord Norru, in this characteristic letter. 
“My dear Charles,” it ran, “ His Majesty has made out a new 
commission of the Treasury in which, although I have searched 
it with care, I have been unable to discover any mention of your 


” 


name, 


The War and the Discharge of 


Contracts. 


Tue books contain many interesting cases on the position of 
the parties to a contract where the contract becomes incapable 
of performance through the occurrence of unforeseen circum- 
stances. To these cases must now be added the recent cases of 
St. Enoch Shipping Co. (Limiled) v. Phosphate Mining Co. (1915, 
W.N. 197) and Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (Limited) 
v. William Cory & Son (Limited) (Times, 15th inst.). Having 
regard to the large number of contracts which remained 
wnperformed when the war broke out, the subject is of the utmost 
importance at the present time and will continue to be of first 
rate interest for a long time to come. 

It is not an easy matter to lay down general propositions 
concerning the discharge of contracts through impossibility of 
performance, for the reason that there is a very great divergency 
in the terms of contracts generally. It is otten said, however, 
that an absolute promise must either be performed, or damages 
must be paid for its non-performance, whatever the reasons may 
be for the failure to perform. If the absolute promise theory 
was as dogmatic as some of the text-book statements concerning 
it, parties would find themselves in a sad plight over the war. 
But fortunately contracts are to be construed in the light of 
teason. It is said that an unqualified contract to do something 
must be performed, come what may, or the other party is entitled 
todamages. When the authorities on which this proposition is 
based come to be examined, two things become apparent. First, 
where the proposition is laid down by the court, the court 
almost invariably finds grounds for not applying it ; and, secondly, 
where the rule appears to have been applied, it has been applied 
on the footing that the party undertaking the obligation has in 
effect warranted the existence of a state of facts, or has guaran- 
teed the doing of the act. 

Fortunately for contracting parties, in ninety-nine cases out 
of a hundred the contract is to be construed by reference to its 
subject matter, and as containing some implied term that lets 
ia the more merciful doctrine that on the occurrence of unforeseen 
circumstances, whereby the contract is rendered impossible 
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of performance, the contract is discharged. Thus a plaintiff 
delivered a horse to the defendant on the latter's promise to 
return it on request. The request was made, but the horse was 
not returned. The defendant’s disconcerting plea was to the effect 
that the horse had died, and this satisfied the court (see Williams v. 
Lloyd, W. Jones, 179). But it was the decision in Taylor v. Caldwell 
(3 B. & S. 826) that did more towards developing the “ implied 
term ” principle than any other case. Up to then it was chiefly 
with regard to contracts for personal service requiring perform- 
ance only by one particular person that the doctrine had been 
applied. If an artist agreed to paint a picture, or a singer to sing, at 
some particular time, and he died before doing so, his representa- 
tives were not to be sued. Even this, at that time, rested 
chiefly on dicta, although there are many subsequent cases, 
such as Robinson v. Davison (1871, L. R. 4 Ex. 269), where the 
principle has been applied. 

The decision in Taylor v. Caldwell (supra) was a notable one, 
The defendants agreed to take a music hall for concerts on four 
specified days. Before those days arrived the hall was destroyed 
by fire. ‘The court held that this was a good discharge, laying 
it down that where, from the nature of the contract, it appears 
that the parties must from the beginning have known that it 
could not be fulfilled unless, when the time for fulfilment arrived, 
some particular specified thing continued to exist ; so that, when 
entering into the contract they must have contemplated such 
continuing existence as the foundation of what was to be done ; 
there, although there is no express or implied warranty that the 
thing shall exist, yet the contract is not to be construed as an 
absolute contract, but as subject to an implied condition that 
the parties shall be excused in case, before breach, performance 
becomes impossible from the perishing of the thing without 
default on the part of the contractor. 

The “implied term” theory set up by the court in Taylor v. 
Ca/dwell was open to the criticism that the court would necessaril 
be led into a speculative method of construing contracts ; indoed, 
it would have to make new contracts for the parties in the light 
of subsequent events. This seems to have been the view of the 
Exchequer Chamber in Appleby v. Myers (L. R. 2 C. P. 651). In 
that case the plaintiffs contracted with the defendant to supply 
and erect certain machinery on premises in his occupation. The 
works were divided in the contract into ten parts, separate 
prices being fixed for each part, but there was no time fixed for 
payment. All the parts had nearly been completed when the 
premises were destroyed by fire. The court below held that 
there was an implied term on the part of the defendant to kee 
up the building, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to be pai 
the value of the work and materials actually done and provided 
by them under the agreement. This was a strong application 
of the “implied term” theory, but the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber, in reversing the decision, ignored that theory altogether, 
and preferred to rely on ccmmon misfortune. “ We think,” 
said BLACKBURN, J., in delivering the judgment of the court, 
“that where, as in the present case, the premises are destroyed 
without fault on either side, it is a misfortune equally affecting 
both parties ; excusing both from further performance of the 
contract, but giving a cause of action to neither.” 

The effect was that, as in Taylor v. Caldwell (supra), the 
parties were excused from completing the contract. There was 
no mention whatever of the more modern view that there had 
been a failure of consideration. The law is now clear that, as a 
general rule, if the foundation of the contract goes, through no 
tault of the parties, and through circumstances unforeseen and 
therefore unprovided for when the contract was entered into, 
the court will hold the parties freed from the unpertormed 
portion. Instances where this rule has been applied occur in the 
cases of Krell v. Henry (1903, 2 K.B. 740), Civil Service Co-opera- 
tive Society (Limited) v. General Steam Navigatwn Co. (1903, 2 
K. B. 756), and Blakeley v. Muller & Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 760n), 
all cases arising out of the postponement of the coronation cele- 
brations of the late King. 

It is very important to observe that, where a contract is dis- 
charged by reason of the occurrence ot unforeseen circumstances 
which render the contract impossible of performance, it is not 





void. It is only discharged as from the time when performanee 
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becomes impossible. ‘The law treats the contract as good and 
binding up to that time, and recognizes as valid all 
things done and rights accrued on the contract up to then. 
Consequently, rights of action in respect of the contract accrued 
before its discharge may be enforced after the discharge: seo 
Chandler v. Webster (1904, 1 K. B. 493). 

A contract may have become impossible of performanee 
through the outbreak of the war in many different ways. The 
subject-matter may have been requisitioned by the Government ; 
the party to perform the contract personally may have been 
called up by the military or naval authorities ; or the performance 
of the contract may have become illegal by reason of the war 
statutes or proclamations. In the recent ease of St Enoch Ship- 
ping Co. v. Phosphate Mining Co. (supra), delivery of certain 
goods in Hamburg became illegal. The goods were delivered in 
England, and, as the agreement to pay freight was only in respect 
of delivery in Hamburg, the court held that the claim for freight 
could not succeed. The impossibility of performance had dis 
charged the contract, and, the contract being dissolved, the parties 
were left in the position in which they found themselves on 
such dissolution. The freight not having been payable until 
the contract was performed, and the contract not being capable 
of performance, payment could not be claimed. 

There is much to justify the criticism of CoLLINs, M.R., in 
Chandler v. Webster (supra), that the rule or doctrine that, on 
the dissolution of a contract dissolved through impossibility of 
performance, the law leaves the parties where they find themselves, 
is a somewhat arbitrary one. The only reason for its adoption 
seems to be that it is impossible to work out with any certainty 
what the rights of the parties, in the unforeseen event which has 
happened, ought to be. It may, and frequently does, result in 
hardship. But hardship in individual cases has seldom pre- 
vented the establishment of a rule of law that is based on bare 
necessity. 

In the other case referred to above— Associated Portland Cement 
William Cory & Son—there was no impossi 
bility of performance owing to illegality or otherwise ; but 
the defendants, who were under contract to carry cement 
hy sea from the Thames to the Fortb, claimed that the war had 
made the contract more burdensome, and on this ground they 
refused to perform it unless increased freight was paid. In 
addition to two special defences which failed, the defendants 
alleged that the circumstances which formed the foundation of 
the contract bad ceased to exist : viz., the continuance of their coal 
trade from Scotland to London, which gave them empty ships for 
the return voyage, and the continuance of peace. But the learned 
judge he'd that those circumstances were not so far the foundation 
of the contract as to enable him, on the principle of Taylor v. Cald- 
well (supra), to imply a term that they were to continue to exist, 
and this defenee also failed. Under such conditions a contractor 
must accept the more onerous conditions imposed by the war. 


Manufacturers vy. 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Copyright.—The Law of Copyright in Works of Literature, Art; 
Architecture, Photography, Music, and the Drama; including chapters 
on Mechanical Contrivances and Cinematographs. Together with 
International and Foreign Copyright, with the Statutes Relating 
Thereto. By the late Wacrrer Artuur Coprnerr, F.S.A., LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By J. M. Easton, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Haynes. 35s. 

Bankruptcy.—The Principles of Bankruptcy, embodying the 
Bankruptey Act, 1914, and the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914 ; with 
an Appendix containing the Bankruptcy Rules, 1915, the Deeds of 
Arrangement Rules, 1915, &e., &c. By Rionarp Rryawoop, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Twelfth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 10s. 6d. 

Prize Law.—British and Colonial Prize Cases. Reports of 
Prize Cases decided during the present War in the Courts of Great 
Britain and the Oversea Dominions. Under the General Editorship 
of B.C, M. Trenern, LL.M., Sarrister-at-Law, Part I. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 7s. 6d. net. 

Revenue.—Super-Tax, with Special Reference to the Finance 
Act, 1914 (Sessions 1 and 2). By R. A. Wenuam, M.A., Chartered 
Accountant. Ges & Co. (Limited). 5s. net. 





Correspondence. 


Income Tax Return. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 
Sir,—May I compare one pe of the letter over the signa- 
ture “ Bee” with the printed directions which are issued with every 
Income Tax Return. 
Bee's Letter. 


“Tt is quite a concession on the 
part of the Inland Revenue 
Authorities to allow of a pro- 
vision being made against doubt- 


Printed Directions. 


are allowed 
doubtful debts 
their estimated 


“ Deductions 

. for 
according to 
value.” 


Sul debts.” 


For balance-sheet purposes, the result is the same whether you 
make provision for a doubtful debt in the left-hand side; or deduct 
it on the right-hand side of the account. Provision is a matter of 
grace ; and deduction a matter of right ! 

Georce Beioe E.ts. 
Patents, Trade-Marks and Designs, 70 and 72, Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C., May 19. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


WATNEY, COMBE, KEID & CO. (LIM.) ». BERNERS. 
April ; 18th May. 

Licensep Premises—Hetp unper Lease Free From Tir— 

Duty 

FINANCE 


15th and 16th 


REVENUE 
Lissiity or Lessor To Pay PROPORTION OF INCREASE OF 
Finance (1909-10) Acr, 1910 (10 Epw. 7, c. 8), ss. 43, 46 
Act, 1912 (2 & 3 Geo. 5, c. 8), s. 2 
Section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, provides that where the licensed 

premases are held under a lease which does not contain any covenant 

by the lessee to obtain intoxicating liquor from the grantor, th lessee 
shall be entitled to recover from the grantor a proportion of any increase 

of the duty payable in respect of the licence under the Finance (1909-10 

Act, 1910. 

Held, that the appellants could claim from the freeholder a proportion 
of the increase of duty payable by them in respect of the licence of a 
public-house sub-let to a tenant, inasmuch as the ‘‘ lessee” referred to 
in the section was not limited to a lessee who was the actual holder of 
the li ence. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (58 Soticrrors’ Journat, 593; 1914, 3 

A. B. 288) reversed. 

Appeal by the brewery company from an order of the Court of Appeal. 
rhe question was whether, in the circumstances, the respondent Berners 
was liable under section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, to contribute to- 
wards the increased duty, the crucial question being, ‘‘ Does section 2 
apply to lessees other than licence holders, or does it apply only to 
licence-holders?’’ The section provides that where licensed premises 
are held under a lease made before the passing of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, which does not contain or import a covenant on the part 
of the lessee to obtain a supply of intoxicating liquor from the 
grantor of the lease, the lessee shall be entitled to recover as a debt 
from or deduct from any sum due to his lessor a proportion of any 
increase of duty payable in respect of the licence as increased by the 
provisions of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. The respondent is the 
freeholder of the ‘‘ City of Hereford’’ public-house, Cleveland-street, 
Marylebone. In 1905 he demised the premises to the appellants for 
twenty-one years at a yearly rent of £150. There was no covenant that 
the lessees were to obtain intoxicating liquor for saie at the house from 
the lessor. In January, 1911, the appellants sub-let the premises to on¢ 
Saile at a rent of £156. Under his agreement Saile undertook to obtain 
all intoxicating liquor from the appellants or their nominees, and s0 
became entitled to recover from the appellants so much of any increased 
duty payable in respect of his licence occasioned by the Finance Act, 
1910, as should either be settled by agreement, or in default 
of agreement be determined by the Commissioners. The Act 
of 1910 had increased the licence duty by £34, and it was agreed that 
the proportion which could be deducted by the lessee was £14 odd. 
The brewery company claimed to deduct this sum from the rent they 
paid to Berners, and commenced proceedings with that object in the 
Bloomsbury County Court, where judgment was entered for them 
Berners appealed. He submitted that as the company were not the 
holders of the licence, section 2 gave them no right to claim any part 
of the licence duty from him. That contention was accepted as correct 
by the Divisional Court and affirmed by the majority of the Court o! 
Appeal, Lord Sumner taking the contrary view. The brewery company 
then appealed to this House, and asked in effect that the dissenting 
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——$———— 
judgment of Lord Sumner should be upheld and the judgment of the 
county. court judge restored. 

Viscount Hatpane, C., said that on the construction of the section 
he was clearly of opinion that the view of the majority of the Court 
of Appeal was wrong. The language of the Statutes threw no light on 
the matter, and, that being so, the duty of the court was simply to 
interpret the words used in accordance with their natural signification. 
According to their natural signification they neither were of doubtful 
import nor were confined to affording relief, as distinguished from 
enabling a benefit to be obtained, nor were restricted to cases in which 
the licensed premises were held by a tenant who was himself the 
licence holder. Whether Parliament might hereafter think fit to con 
sider certain of the consequences which resulted from the general appli 
cation of the principle which it had adopted was a question for Par 
liament alone. He thought the judgment of the county court judge 
should be restored. He added that Earl Loreburn desired him to say 
that he agreed with the judgments delivered by the House. 

Lord Stratuctype, Lord Parmoor, and Lord Wrensury gave judg 
ments to the same effect. Appeal allowed, with costs there and below, 
and the decision of the county court judge restored.—CowunseL, for the 
appellants, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Ryde, K.C., and Wootten; for the 
respondent, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Duke, K.C., and Lord Tiverton. 
Soticttors, Godden, Holme &: Ward; Saxton d Morgan. 

{Reported by Easxixne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Court of Appeal. 


NEWTON v. MARYLEBONE BOROUGH COUNCIL. No. 2. 
22nd April. 


SuPERANNUATION—OrFicer oF Borovcn Councit—‘' DESIGNATED AN 
OrFICeR IN AN ESTABLISHED Capacity ’’—ABSENCE oF SpecIAL ResoLu 
TION—SUPERANNUATION (METROPOLIS) Act, 1866 (29 Vicr. c. 31), 
ss. 1, 4—Sr. Maryitesone Borovucs Councit (SUPERANNUATION) ACT, 
1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. xx1.), s. 2. 


Questions having frequently arisen as to what officers and servants 
employed by the St. Sersitons Borough Council were entitled to 
retiring allowances, an Act was obtained which contained the following 
definition: ‘* Officer’’ means any ~ ay in the service of the council 
designated an officer in an established capacity by a resolution of the 
council passed or to be passed. 

The plaintiff, who for thirty-seven years had held the office of certi- 
fied bailiff to the council, on retiring claimed superannuation allow 
ance. Channell, J., held he was not entitled to retiring allowance since 
“designated ’’ meant “‘ specially described as,’ and something more than 
“called” the broker for the borough council, and, in the absence of a 
special resolution designating him an officer, he was nos entitled to a 
pension under the Act. 

On appeal, the decision of Channell; J., was affirmed. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of Channell, J., without a 
jury (reported 78 J. P. 169, 12 L. G. R. 713), who held that the plain 
tiff was not entitled to a retiring allowance. The plaintiff had for 
many years acted as broker for the defendant borough council, and 
his name had always been inserted in the distress warrants for paro 
chial rates issued by them or their predecessors, the vestry of the parish 
of St. Marylebone. He sought in the action a declaration that he was 
a servant in the permanent employment of the defendants, and* that 
he was entitled to all the benefits conferred upon officers and servants 
of the council by the Superannuation Act, 1908, and all other Acts 
conferring benefits on officers and servants of the council. The plain- 
tiff's name had invariably been inserted in the distress warrants, and 
he was paid by commission or percentage. He also acted as a certified 
bailiff, and did not confine himself exclusively to the business of the 
defendants. In resolutions and minutes passed by the borough council 
and their predecessors, the vestry, he was referred to as “ the warrant 
officer.”’ Ke had conducted business for about thirty-seven years. In 
1876 the plaintiff, by resolution of the vestry of the parish of Marylebone 
of that date, was appointed warrant officer, and entered into a bond for 
£150. His remuneration was fixed by a resolution of the vestry of 
17th July, 1873, which provided that ‘“‘ the poundage to be paid to the 
warrant officer ’’ should be as therein set forth. He claimed that he 
was entitled for these reasons to the statutory benefits in regard to 
superannuation conferred by the Act of 29 Vict. c. 31, and by all other 
statutes conferring superannuation benefits upon officers or servants of 
the vestry. The defendants denied that the resolution of 17th July, 
1873, referred in any way to the plaintiff, which provided merely that 
in future a warrant officer should be paid by a percentage, and while 
admitting that the London Government Act, 1899, transferred all the 
powers and duties of the vestry to them, refused to recognize his claim 
to a retiring allowance under the Acts of 1866 and 1899. The appeal 
having been fully argued, 

Tue Court (Swimvren Eapy, Puretimore, and Bankes, L.JJ.) held 
that, in the absence of any special resolution designating the plaintiff as 
an officer in an established capacity, he did not come within the term 
“officer,”’ as defined by the Act of 1908, and was not within the 
scheme provided by that Act. Channell, J., had further held that 
the plaintiff was nevertheless entitled to a declaration that the borough 
council had a right, if so pleased, to grant him an allowance under 
the Superannuation (Metropolis) Act, 1666. That question was not 


appeal was accordingly dismissed, with costs.—Counset, for the 
appellant, Lewis Thomas, K.C., and 7. Atkinson; for the respondents, 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Herbert Smith. Soricrrors, Greenwell, 
Higham, ad Co.; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co. 

[Reported by Basxine Reip, Barrister-et-Law.} 


THE HAILSHAM CATTLE MARKET CO. +. TOLMAN. No. 1. 
26th and 27th April. 


Statutory MARKET—PRORIBITION AGAINST Riva, MARKeTs—EXCEPTION 
IN Private Act rrom PROHIBITION—‘‘ Excerr on ANy LAND OR IN 
Any Buritpinc BELONGING To’’ THE OwneR oR OccuPIER—GENERAL 
Act INCORPORATED WITH BUT VARIED By Private ACT—EXCEPTION IN 
GeneRAL Acr NARROWER—DISTURBANCE—MARKETS AND FAIRS 
Cravses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 14), s. 13. 


Where a section of a private Market Act provided a prohibition and 
penalties against persons setting up rival markets on market days, 
‘except on any land or in any building belonging to [the owner] or in 
his occupation,’ and the private Act incorporated the Markets and 
Fairs Clauses Act, 1847, except when expressly varied thereby, 

Held, that this section of the private Act was an express variation 
of the latter Act, and in subatitution for section 13 thereot, where the 
words of exception were narrower. 

Held, also, that the market, not being a franchise market, the owners 
were not entitled to any general protection conferred by market low 
wider than that conferred by their statute, the words of exemption in 
which exempted not only from the penalties, but from any general 
prohibition against the excepted acts which would otherwise be implied 
by the creation ofa market, 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Sargant, J. (reported 
59 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 303), dismissing an action in which they sought 
a declaration that they were entitled to the exclusive right of holding 
markets for the sale of cattle, horses, and live stock under the Hailsham 
Cattle Market Act, 1871, within the parish of Hailsham, except a por 
tion within the liberty of Pevensey, and an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from establishing a market at Polegate so as to interfere 
with and prejudicially affect the rights of the plaintiff company. The 
plaintiff company were incorporated by their private Act of 1871, and 
held a cattle market at Hailsham on alternate Wednesdays. Early in 
1914 the defendant, an auctioneer, purchased some waste land in the 
parish of Hailsham adjoining Polegate Station on the L.B. and 8.C, 
Railway, and advertised and held cattle sales every third Tuesday 
He had since erected there iron sheds for cattle, and pens for sheep 
and pigs The sales were held in one of the sheds, in which there 
was a ring for exhibition of the cattle, and an auctioneer’s rostrum. 
The defendant described his premises as the Polegate Cattle Market. 
All sales were conducted by him or his clerk, and a fairly extensive 
business was done. By section 42 of the private Act, which incorporated 
the Markets and Fairs Clauses Act, 1847 (except so far as it might 
be expressly varied by the former), it was provided : ‘‘ Every person 
who shall on the days hereby appointed, or to be appointed, for hold- 
ing markets within the limits of this Act, sell, let or expose for sale 
at any place within the limits of this Act, except on any land or in 
any buildings belonging to him, any horses, cattle, &c., in respect of 
which tolls are by this Act authorized to be taken, shall forfeit and 
pay to the market company any sum not exceeding 40s., unless he 
or they shall pay or have paid the tolls by this Act authorized to be 
taken.’’ Section 13 of the Markets and Fairs Clauses Act, 1847, is 
as follows: ‘‘ After the market place is opened for public use every 
person other than a licensed hawker who shall sell or shall expose for 
sale in any place within the prescribed limits, except in his own 
dwelling-house or shop, any articles in respect of which tolls are by 
the special Act authorized to be taken in the market shall for every 
such offence be liable to a penalty not exceeding 40s.’’ Sargant, J., 
held that section 42 of the private Act was an express variation of 
section 13 of the general Act, and, following Abergavenny Commis- 
stoners v. Straker (42 Ch. D. 83), that the words of exemption from 
penalties in the special Act also exempted the defendant from any 
general prohibition against the acts which he was doing that would 
otherwise be implied from the creation of a statutory market. He 
held, therefore, that the defendant was entitled to hold his sales of 
cattle, and dismissed the action with costs. The plaintiff company 
appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., concurred in the judgments delivered by 
the other members of the court. 

Picxrorp, L.J., having stated the facts and read the material sections 
of the two Acts, proceeded : In my opinion section 42 of the private 
Act is in substitution for section 13; an express variation of the general 
Act. If section 13 of the latter Act applied, it is quite clear that 
what the defendant has done would be a disturbance of the plaintiffs’ 
market. It was argued by the plaintiffs that this was not permitted 
under section 42 of the private Act, and therefore the ridiculous result 
would follow that they could proceed against anyone holding markets 
on any other than market days, but could not proceed for doing exactly 
the same thing on market days. It is also argued that section 42 is no 
defence to a real disturbance of the market, and gives the plaintiffs an 
extra remedy for market days above and beyond the ordinary law. 
There would be great force in that argument if the plaintiffs were 
clothed with all the rights incidental to a franchise market. But the 
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can only be ascertained by looking at the statute. Their only pro- 
tection is that given by section 42, and that leads to an extraordinary 
result. I see great difficulty in reading the exception in section 42 
as being anything wider than the prohibition contained in it. What 
the plaintiff has done has been to set up a rival market, and it is 
said that that is far more than selling, letting or exposing for sale. 
I can only take the words as I find them, though they may not cover 
what was really intended. If a person is doing that which he is 
authorized to do without incurring a penalty, the authorities cited to 
us shew that he can do that without coming under any prohibition. I 
think the judgment of Sargant, J., was right, and the appeal must 
be dismissed. 

Warainoton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect, referring to 
Fearon v. Mitchell (L. R. 7 Q. B. 690). In his lordship’s opinion sec 
tion 13 of the Markets and Fairs Clauses Act was so varied by section 
42 of the private Act that it was not incorporated in the latter. It 
would be absurd to suppose that the Legislature intended to prohibit 
sales on other than market days with a narrow exception, but on 
market days subject to a much wider exception.—CounseL, HF. W. 
Martelli, K.C., and W. A. Casson; Mark L. Romer, K.C., and Meyrick 
Beebee. Soricrrors, Tippetts, for Coles, Sons, d& Tilburn, Hailsham 
and Eastbourne; //art, Reade, & Co. 

[Reported by H. Laxorone Lewis, Barristerat-Law.] 


He MARLAY. DUKE OF RUTLAND ». BURY. No. |. 
20th and 2ist April: 6th May. 


Witt—Converston—Inctpence or Estate Duty—Devise or Rear 
Estate in Irecanp-——Estate Sussect TO CONDITIONAL CONTRACTS FOR 
Sate UNDER LAND Purcnase Acts (I[RELAND)—ConpitTions Stitt UnN- 
FULFILLED at DeatH—DarTe FROM WHICH CONVERSION BECOMES EFFEC- 
rive—‘‘ Property Nor Passinc To THe Executor as Svucn’’— 
Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 3), s. 9, suB-sEcTron 1. 


A testator devised land in Ireland as to which he had entered into 
conditional contracta for aale to the tenanta under the provisions of 
the Irish Land Purchase Acta. At the time of his death no part of the 
estate had actually been sold, the conditions of the contracts not having 
yet been fulfilled, and it was uncertain whether any of it would be so 
sold 

Held (reversing Eve, J.), that no conversion was effected until the 
conditions should be fulfilled, and therefore the land did not pass to the 
executor as such, and the estate duty thereon must be borne by the 
devisee, and not by the residuary estate. 

Re Isaacs (1894, 3 Ch. 506) followed and approved. 

Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox Eq. Cas. 167) explained. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Eve, J., raising an im 
portant question as to the incidence of estate duty payable in respect 
of an estate in Ireland over which there were options of purchase under 
the Irish Land Acts. The testator at the date of his wil] had entered 
into contracts with a number of tenants for the sale to them of their 
holdings, conditional on the Land Commission declaring that the estate 
was one fit to be purchased, and agreeing to provide the money for that 
purpose. After his will, but before executing a codicil confirming his 
will, he entered into further conditional contracts. The conditions 
were in no case complied with during the testator’s lifetime, and they 
were all still open. By his will the testator devised the estate in ques 
tion (known as the Westmeath estate) to the defendant, and he also 
provided that if any moneys were to be paid during his lifetime or 
after his death in respect of the sale of any parts of that estate, then 
he bequeathed to the defendant a legacy equal in amount to the aggre- 
gate moneys so received. The question then arose whether the estate 
duty on the Westmeath estate ought to be borne by the plaintiff, who 
was the residuary legatee, or by the defendant, and this depended on 
the further question whether the property was to be treated as having 
been notionally converted, and, if so, whether the conversion took place 
at the date of the option or at the date of the completion. The total 
amount of the purchase-money that might ultimately become payable 
was £52,000. Eve, J., decided that the duty was payable by the 
plaintiff, and gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff appealed. 
Cur adv. vult. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said it 
had been decided by Kenyon, M.R., in Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox Eq. 
Cas. 167), in 1785, that where a lease contained an option to the lessee 
to purchase the demised property, and that option was not exercised 
until after the death of the lessor, the purchase-money devolved as 
personal and not as real estate. That case had not decided that con 
version took place as from the date of the lease, but, as the Master 
of the Rolls said, ‘‘ at a future period.’’ The fact that the rents and 
profits until the option was exercised were given to the devisee seemed 
to make that point clear; per Lord Eldon in Townley v. Bedwell (14 
Vesey 591), where he ordered the heir to be let into possession. The 
po point was raised in Re Jsaacs (1894, 3 Ch. 506), where Chitty, 
J., held, following Lawes v. Bennett, that the property was converted 
not from the date of the contract, but from the exercise of the option. 
The true view was that the devisee had an estate in fee defeasible upon 
the exercise of the option. There were, it was true, observations in some 
of the cases to the effect that Lawes v. Bennett decided that conver- 
sion related back to the date of the lease, but there was no authority 


option in a manner different from that which would have been applied 
if the option had never been exercised. That being so, it was clear 
that the Westmeath estate was not vested on the testator’s death in the 
“executor as such’; that the estate duty was a charge on the land 
itself, and could be raised by the defendant, under the Finance Act, 
1894, s. 9 (1) and (5) ; and that, if he paid it himself, he would be entitled 
to a charge on the property for it. It followed that in his lordship’s 
opinion the defendant had at the present time a fee simple in the 
Westmeath estates defeasible in certain events which might never 
happen, but subject to a first charge in favour of the Crown for the 
amount of the estate duty. There was nothing in the Irish Land Acts 
to alter that position except that, on the purchases being effected and the 
money paid by the Commission, the demas would be shifted to the 
purchase-money. There had been a remarkable difference of judicial 
opinion in Ireland as to whether conditional contracts for sale when 
sanctioned by the Land Commission did or did not effect conversion on 
the footing of Lawes v. Bennett. It was not necessary for the purposes 
of the present case to discuss the Irish cases or express any opinion upon 
the somewhat obscure provisions of the Irish Land Acts. If the true 
view was that there was no conversion, then it was quite clear that the 
defendant could not claim to throw the estate duty upon the residuary 
personal estate. If, however, the better view was that there was a 
conversion, it operated from the date when the condition was fulfilled 
and not from the date of the tenants’ contracts or of the application to 
the Land Commission. In either view the defendant's claim failed. The 
defendant raised two other points of construction, one of the will, 
the other of a deed of release and indemnity, both which failed. The 
appeal, therefore, would be allowed, and a declaration made that the 
estate duty was payable out of the devised estates. 

Pickrorp and Warrincton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect, the former referring to Lysaght v. Rtantie (2 Ch. D. 499), and 
observing that the case was not really affected by anything in the 
Irish Land Acts.—Counsex, J. H. M. Campbell, K.C., and 8. Leeke ; 
Clayton, K.C., and H. S. Preston; J. E. Harman. Soxicirors, T'rotter 
d: Patterson; Benham, Barrett, & Synnott. 

[Reported by H. Laxerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


BRITISH MURAC SYNDICATE (LIM.) «. ALPESTON RUBBER CO. 

(LIM.) AND OTHERS. Sargant, J. 14th, 15th, and 16th April. 
ComMpaANY—ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED IN CoNTRACT— 

ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION ALTERED—Breacn or ContRract—INJunc- 

TION 

Where, under a sale agreement between the plaintiff syndicate and 
defendant company, it was provided that, so long as the plaintiff syndi- 
cate held at least 5,000 shares in the defendant company, they should 
have the right of nominating two directors on the defendant company's 
board, and there was a recital in the agreement that the defendant com 
pany’s memorandum and articles of association had been already pre- 
pared with the privity of the syndicate, and where by article 88 it was 
provided that, so long as the plaintiff syndicate held at least 5,000 
shares in the company, it should have the right of nominating two 
directors, 

Held, that the company could be restrained from altering its articles 
for the purpose of committing a breach of its contract, one of the terms 
of which was that the articles should not be altered, and that the plain- 
tiff syndicate were entitled to a declaration that the two persons 
nominated by them as directors of the defendant company, and re/used 
by the defendant company, were directors thereof. 


Allen v. The Gold Reefs of West Africa (1900, 1 Ch. 656) followed. 
Punt v. Symons & Co. (1903, 2 Ch. 506) held to be overruled by 
Bailey v. The British Equitable Assurance Co. (1904, 1 CA. 374) 


In this case the plaintiff syndicate claimed (1) a declaration that under 
and by virtue of a certain nomination two persons had become directors 
of the defendant company ; (2) an injunction to restrain the defendant 
company from preventing them from so acting; (3) specific performance 
of the agreement between the plaintiff syndicate and the defendant com- 
pany as to the right of plaintiff syndicate to nominate directors; and 
(4) an injunction to restrain the defendant company from summoning and 
holding a meeting or meetings for the purpose of passing a special rese 
lution altering the articles of the defendant company so as to deprive 
the plaintiff syndicate of their right to nominate two directors of the 
defendant company under the sai ———. The facts were these : 
Clause 10 of an agreement between the parties to the action provided 
that, so long as the plaintiff syndicate held at least 5,000 shares in the 
capital of the defendant company, the plaintiff syndicate should have 
the right of nominating two directors on the board of the defendant 
company, such directors to obtain their qualifications ‘within one month 
of appointment. A clause to the same effect was also inserted in 
article 88 of the defendant company’s articles of association. Another 
article provided that the number of directors should not be more than 
seven or less than three. The two directors originally nominated by 
the syndicate had retired, and, a difference of opinion having sprung 
up between the plaintiff syndicate and the defendant company, t!¢ 
defendant company objec to the two new directors nominated by the 
plaintiff syndicate, and refused to accept their nomination, and a meet 
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urpose of passing a special resolution, under section 13 of the Com- 
cauies (Consolidation Act, 1908, cancelling article 88 of the articles of 
association of the defendant company. The preliminary meeting was 
held and the resolution carried. Then the plaintiff syndicate brought 
this action. 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said : The two main points relied 
on by the defendant company are (1) that the defendant company could 


not contract itself out of the inherent statutory power to alter its | 


articles of association ; and (2) that the contract in question was in the 
nature of a contract of service, and was, therefore, an obligation to 
enforce the specific performance of which would be contrary to the 
practice of the court. On the first point, it was clearly recognized by 
the Court of Appeal in Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (1900, 1 Ch. 
656) that a company cannot alter its articles of association so as to 
commit a breach of contract. Reliance has been placed on Punt v. 
Symons & Co. (1903, 2 Ch. 506), but, in my opinion, that case has been 
overruled by the Court of Appeal in Bailey v. British Equitable Assur 
ance Co. (1904, 1 Ch: 374), and though the House of Lords reversed the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in that case—British Equitable Assur- 
ance Co. v. Bailey (1906, A. C, 35)—it was on another ground, not affect 
ing the overruling of Punt v. Symons d& Co. (ubi supra). In my opinion 
the present state of authority is that a company may be restrained from 
altering its articles of association for the purpose of —s a breach 
of contract, one of the terms of which was that the articles should not 
ve altered. In this case, moreover, the point is mainly formal, since 


outside obligation imposed by the agreement, though it is suggested 
that the only remedy for the breach of contract would be the wholly 
inadequate one of damages. On the second point I do not adopt the 
view that the position of a director is that of a servant within the rule 
contended for. The case of 7'he Automatic Self-cleaning Filter Syndi- 
cate Co. v. Cunninghame (1906, 2 Ch. 34) shews that directors might 
have rights and powers independent of the shareholders. Bainbridg: 
vy. Smith (1899, 41 Ch. D. 462) is distinguishable, as there the post was 
that of managing director. It is a common practice to give the power 
of nominating a director to debenture-holders or special classes of share 
holders; and I will not be the first to hold that such a nomination is 
not enforceable. It is not as if the plaintiff syndicate had the power of 
nominating a majority of the directors, and so controlling the manage- 
ment of the defendant company. I accordingly hold that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to the relief they claim, and I make the declaration asked, 
with liberty to apply for an injunction if necessary, and I grant the 
other injunction restraining the defendant company from holding the 
confirmatory meeting.—Counser, F. Gore-Browne, K.C., and F. 
Whinney; Alexander Grant, K.C., and E. J. Heckscher. Soticitors, 
Lumley & Lumley; Jenkins, Baker, Reynolds, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law,] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
THOMPSON v. BRADFORD CORPORATION AND TINSLEY. 


Div. Court, 30th April, 


Hicuway—Hicuway AUTHORITY—WIDENING SrreetT—Notice To 
PosTMASTER-GENERAL TO Remove POLE IN STREET AS WIDENED— 
NEGLIGENCE OF LATTER IN Domina Work Causina DAMAGE To THIRD 
Person—LiaBitiry or Hicnuway AvTHORITY—New Street—TeEce- 
cGrapu Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vict. c. 112), ss. 15, 18, 42—TeLecrapn Act 
1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 110), s. 2—TeLecrarn Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. 
c. 76), s. 7. 

A highway authority were engaged in widening a street by setting 
back the kerb of the footpath. They gave notice, not purporting to be 
under section 15 of the Telegraph Act, 1863, to the Postmaster-Gencral 
to remove a telephone pole standing in the road, and in doing so his 
workmen filled up the peie negligently, whereby the plaintiff's waggon 
was injured. . 


Held, that the highway authority were liable in damages on the ground 
that by altering the character of the highway they were making a new 
street, and ought, before opening it to the public for traffic, to have seen 
that it was reasonably safe for the purpose. 


Held, also, that the Postmaster-General was liable on the ground that 
he had undertaken to do the work, although not compelled to do 80, and 
had done it negligently. 


Appeal from the Bradford County Court. The action was brought by 
Mary Ann Thompson, as the executrix of Isaac Thompson, deceased, 
claiming damages for injuries to a steam waggon which belonged to him 
caused by the negligence of both the defendants—the Bradford Corpora- 
tion, as the road authority, and Mr. William Smith Tinsley, who repre 
sented the Postmaster-General (see the Telegraph Act, 1868, s. 2). 
On 5th March, 1914, the Bradford Corporation served a notice on Tins- 
ley, requiring him to remove a certain telephone pole which was stand- 
ing in Horton Bank, Bradford. This notice did not purport to be given 
under the provisions of the Telegraph Act, 1863. The corporation were 
executing certain street works—namely, widening the above street, 
which they effected by setting back the kerb of the footpath. As a 
result of the setting back of the kerb the telephone pole, which origin- 








ally stood on the footpath, was left standing tn the roadway as widened. 
On 3rd April Tinsley’s workmen removed the pole, filled in the hole in 
the roadway, and rammed it down in the usual way; but did the work 


| negligently. While the work of widening the road was in progress, and 


the pole being removed, the road was closed to the public; but after its 
removal, on bth April, it was thrown open to the public for traffic by 
the corporation. On 10th April the steam waggon of the deceased, 
while travelling along this road, sank into the filled-in hole and was 
damaged. The county court judge found negligence in both defendants, 
and awarded £83 damages. Both defendants appealed. It was con- 


| tended on behalf of the corporation that there was no duty on their 


part to see that the hole was properly filled in, and that there was no 
evidence of negligence on their part. The Postmaster-General, under 
section 18 of the Telegraph Act, 1863, and section 2 of the Telegraph 


| Act, 1868, was under the obligation to restore the street to as good a 
| condition as it was before he had opened it up, and, under section 42 of 


the former Act, he was liable for any default in executing the work. 
The accident was clearly caused by Tinsley’s negligence. The case was 


| not distinguishable from that of Steel v. Dartford Local Board (35 
| Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 222; 60 L. J. Q. B. 256). The negligence sug- 


gested in the corporation was that of failing to supervise the work ; but 
it was optional on their part to supervise it. On behalf of Tinsley it 


| was contended that the provisions of the Telegraph Act, 1863, did not 
| apply to this case, but only to cases where the work was being executed 


by the Postmaster-General for his own purposes, The accident was 


} ; . | caused by the negligence of the corporation. On behalf of the respon- 
it is not contended that the alteration of the articles will get rid of the | tae “he . corps ‘ c e I 


dent it was contended that the accident was caused by the negligence 


| of the corporation in — a new street without first seeing that it 
| was reasonably safe for traffic 


; and that Tinsley was liable in that, 
although he was not under any obligation to do the work himself, by 
reason of section 7 of the Telegraph Act, 1878, he had undertaken to do 
it, and had done it negligently. Stee’ v. Dartford Local Board (supra) 
was distinguishable, because it dealt with the repair of an old street, and 
not, as did the present case, with the making of a new one. 


BarLnacue, J., having stated the facts, said that the first question was 
whether the corporation was liable to pay damages for the injuries to 


| the waggon. Their counsél had reminded the court that from mere non 


feasance they were not liable as road authority, and the court did not 
wish to say anything against that proposition, which was well established. 
He further called their attention to sections 18 and 42 of the Telegraph 
Act, 1863, and contended that under the first-named section the duty 
was cast upon the Postmaster-General to remove this pole, and to 
complete the work with all convenient speed, and then fill in the ground 
and make good the surface of the road in as good condition as it was 
before. By section 42 he was to be liable for any damage caused by his 
default in doing the work. Upon these sections the argument was 
based, that where the Postmaster-General did the work at the request 
of or on notice from the corporation, the duty was imposed on him of 
doing it, and also on him alone was liability imposed if he did it im 
properly. He did not think that was the effect of the statute, assuming 
it to be applicable in this case. It was quite clear, on that assumption, 
that these sections did impose liability on the Postmaster-General, but 


| not to the exclusion of the liability of other authorities. The truth of 


the matter was that the Telegraph Act, 1863, had not much to do with 


| the case. He thought, so far as the Postmaster-General was concerned, 


that it might be treated as the case of one who had done work at the 
request of someone else, although under no obligation to do it, and who, 
having done the work negligently, so that injury to a third person 
resulted, was liable to him in damages. But he did not think that the 
Act of 1863, even assuming that the work was done in pursuance of a 
notice under its provisions, took away the liability of the corporation 
He thought they were liable, and for this reason : They were making a 
new road. He agreed that the roadway and the footpath together 
constituted the highway; but the corporation were turning part of the 
footpath into the roadway; they were altering the character of the 
highway, and, therefore, it seemed to him that they were making a new 
road. Thereupon their duty, as highway Authority, was so to make the 
road that, when it was thrown open to the public, it should be reason 
ably safe for the purpose for which it was intended, which in this par- 
ticular case was to carry very heavy traffic. It was true that this 
particular piece of road was unsafe by reason of what had been done 
by the Post Office authorities, and not by reason of anything done by 
the corporation. But he did not think that that mattered, because he 
did not think it was an answer to a claim of this kind, where a new road 
had been thrown open by a road authority, that its unfitness did not 
arise from anything done by them. It was on that ground that the 
corporation were liable. "That was in accord with the cases of 
McClelland v. Manchester Corporation (1912, 1 K. B. 118) and Hill y 
Tottenham Urban District Council (79 L. T. 495). He thought that the 
fact that the case of Steel v. Dartford Local Board (supra) was dealing 
with the repair of an old road, while in the present case the road was 
a new one, distinguished the cases. With regard to Tinsley, he was of 
opinion that the Post Office authorities were liable on the simple ground 
that, having done the work, though not compelled to do it, they did it 
negligently. Consequently, he thought that the decision of the county 
court judge was correct, and that both appeals must be dismissed. 


EHEARMAN, J., said he agreed, and had nothing to add. Appeals dis- 
missed.—CounskL, Macmorran, K.C., and 7. #. D. Wright; Harold 
al ; Waugh, K.C., and Richard Watson. Souicitors, Cann & Son 
for Frederick Stevens, Town Clerk of Bradford ; Solicitor to the Post 
Office; F. B. Brook, for A. V. Hammond, Bradford. 


(Reported by W. L. L. BrLt, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX ». EVANS. 3rd May. 


Carminat Law—Incorricisce Rogue—SentTence By QuaRTER Sessions— 
Vacrancy Act, 1824 (5 Geo. 4, c. 83). 

The appellant waa convicted by a petty sessional court of being a 
rogue and a vagabond within section 4 of the Vagrancy Act, 1824, and 
the court also found that he had been previously convicted of being a 
rogue and vagabord, but did not conviat him of being an incorrigtble 
rogue ; he was ordered to be sent to quarter sessions for sentence. The 
court of quarter sessions adjudged the appellant to be an incorrigible 
roque, and aentenced him to pe n montha’ imprisonment with hard 
labour 

Held, that the court of quarter sessions had no jurisdiction to adjudge 
him to be an incorrigible rogue, nor, in the absence of conviction at petty 
Seraiona aa an incorrigible rogue a fo im pose any ae nience. 


This was an appeal against sentence. The facts and arguments 
sufficiently appear from the head-note and the judgment. 

Lord Reapine, L.C.J., delivered the judgment of the court (Avory 
and Low, JJ., with him) as follows :—The appellant was convicted of 
offences under the Vagrancy Act, 1824, and according to the record of 
the court of quarter sessions he was adjudged by that court to be an 
incorrigible rogue, and then sentenced to eleven months’ imprisonment 
with hard labour. He appeals to this court against his sentence, and 
it has already been decided that on such an appeal we have to consider 
whether the sentence was justified, so we must see whether on the face 
of the record there is anything to warrant the sentence passed. Under 
the Vagrancy Act, 1824, s. 4, it shall be lawful when a person is 
convicted of being a rogue and vagabond within the meaning of the 
statute to sentence him to imprisonment with hard labour for three 
calendar months Under section 5 upon the happening of certain 
conditions there prescribed, one of them being that a person who has 
been convicted of being a rogue and vagabond has been again convicted 
as a rogue and vagabond, the justices of the peace may convict the 
offender of being an incorrigible rogue and commit him to a house 
of correction until the next quarter sessions, and then the court of 
quarter sessions has the right to sentence him to imprisonment with 
hard labour for a period not exceeding twelve months. In section 5 
the words which are material to this case are, ‘It shall be lawful 
for any justice of the peace to commit such offender ’’ (that means 
for the purposes of this case a person convicted twice of being a rogue 
and vagabond (being thereof convicted before him by the confession 
of such offender, or by the evidence on oath of one or more credible 
witness or witnesses), &c.’’ The difficulty that arises here is that 
on the face of the order the justices apparently convicted the appellant 
of having been twice found to be a rogue and vagabond, but did not 
convict him of being an incorrigible rogue. ‘That is the order which 
comes to the court of quarter sessions. That court has no power under 
the statute to inquire whether a person is an incorrigible rogue or not. 
All it can do is to look to the record and see if he has been convicted 
as an incorrigible rogue. This is not merely a technical point. It 
does not necessarily follow that because a person is convicted a second 
time as a rogue and vagabond he is therefore convicted of being an 
incorrigible rogue. The justices may convict him of being an incor 
rigible rogue, but they may take the view that the second offence is 
so trivial that they do not propose to send him to quarter sessions, 
but inflict a sentence of three months as a rogue and vagabond. 
Apparently from the record in this case he was convicted on 10th 
March, 1915, at the Borough of Oswestry, and sentenced to be 
imprisoned with hard labour at Shrewsbury until the next quarter 
sessions, and the order recites that on 23rd December, 1914, he was 
convicted at Lincoln of being a rogue and vagabond; but on the 
face of the record there is no record of conviction as an incorrigible 
rogue. The words of the statute make it plain that it is a condition 
precedent to the power of quarter sessions to impose sentence that the 
offender shall have been convicted as an incorrigible rogue, and as 
the condition precedent does not appear here the court of quarter 
sessions had no jurisdiction to deal with the case. That court was 
apparently pressed by the difficulty, because what it purported to do, 
after reciting in the record, ‘‘ Whereas Thomas Evans became an 
incorrigible rogue Within the meaning of the Act,’’ was to adjudge 
him to be an incorrigible rogue. The court of quarter sessions had 
no jurisdiction to adjudge him to be an incorrigible rogue, so that 
part of the order is bad. It follows that there was no conviction to 
justify the sentence and therefore the sentence cannot stand. The 
view of the court is supported by FP. v. Johnson (53 Soxtcrrors’ 
Journat, 228; 1909, 1 K. B. 439), where, on a similar argument, though 
not on the same facts, Lord Alverstone, L.C.J., said, “If the section 
stopped after the words ‘rogue and vagabond’ there would in this 
case have been an offence committed for which the appellant might 
have been convicted as an incorrigible rogue, but section 5 goes on to 
say ‘such person having been at some former time adjudged’ to be 
a rogue and vagabond ‘and duly convicted thereof,’ and it follows, 
therefore, that in order to justify a conviction of a person of being 
an incorrigible rogue he must have been previously adjudged to be 
a rogue and vagabond and duly convicted thereof.’ It was not 
necessary for the court in that case to go further and deal with the 
point before us, but in principle it follows from what I have read. 
It must appear on the record that he has been convicted as an 








incorrigible rogue before sentence can be | ree H. H. Joy; 
rer & Co.; The Director of 


Roland Oliver. Soxicrtors, Philip Ba 
Public Prosecutions. 
[Reported by A. L. B. Tuxsioun, Barrister-at-Law.} 








Societies. 
Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace, 


The twenty-third annual meeting was held at Cardiff on 11th May, 
Mr. Wheatley (Cardiff) in the chair. The Criminal Justice Adminis. 
tration Act, 1914, and numerous points of practice were discussed. The 
following officers were elected for the ensuing year :—President, Mr. 
F. C. Brogden (Lincoln); vice-president, Mr. J. Armstrong (Oldham) ; 
treasurer, Mr. A. Copson Peake (Leeds); hon. secretary, Mr. Francis 
Ogden (Manchester). Committee: Mr. Barker (Grimsby), Mr. Binney 
(Sheffield), Sir H. Brevitt (Wolverhampton), Mr. Harris (Nottingham), 
Mr. Routlidge (Pontefract), and Dr. Woodhouse (Hull). 








War Problems. 


THe Master or THE Rotts on Future Conrticts. 


The first of a series of three public lectures on ‘“ International 
Problems” was delivered on the evening of the 12th inst., says the 
Westminster Gazette, at King’s College, Strand, when Professor F. J. 
Hearnshaw, M.A., LL.D., gave a most instructive and closely reasoned 
address upon “The War in Relation to Some Unsolved Problems of 
International Politics.” 

The chair was occupied by the Master of the Rolls, who took occasion 
to say that the international problems were so numerous and so serious 
that he was forced to the conclusion that further wars could not be 
avoided in the future. In whatever direction the student looked he 
was confronted with fresh problems that would have to be faced as 
years passed by, and he felt convinced that we could not hope for 
permanent peace. It was a sad and sorry conclusion for an old man to 
come to, but he was driven to it by the real facts of the situation. 

Professor Hearnshaw prefaced his remarks by pointing out that all 
over Central Europe, in Russia, and in parts of Asia, the whole of the 
normal indwstrial life of the people was suspended. In the British 
Isles the transformation—enormous as it was—was not so great; 
although we could hardly hope always to enjoy that immunity. His 
torians in England had never dealt directly with politics. But the 
position in Germany was precisely the opposite, and her historians had 
done their nation great disservice. In England one historian, the late 
Professor Cramb, had followed the German example. But his lectures 
attracted very little attention, and when published later in book form 
found small sale. It was tragic for Cramb that popularity came only 
after his death. But historians showed us the way in which political 
problems should be approached; whilst their works established a large 
number of precedents and parallels. For instance, exactly one hundred 
years ago, on 12th May, 1815, the Duke of Wellington wrote a letter 
to the authorities at home bearing upon the plan of campaign that 
culminated with Waterloo from a place quite deve to the spot where 
Sir John French was at the present time. It was to history that the 
student had to look for the key to the problems of this great war, which 
was an epitome of the events of the past two thousand years. It had 
brought to a head all the problems that had agitated Europe during 
that period. Roman and Celtic civilisation—as in the days of Julius 
Cesar—was fighting Teutonic barbarism; the campaign on the eastern 
front—Teuton v. Slav—was even older; whilst the struggle in the 
Dardanelles and Egypt was a renewal of the earliest of all struggles. 
All those conflicts were now brought into one focus; and therefore the 
historian, whilst taking a wide view of the past, looked also for 
guidance as to the manner in which the future should be determined. 
At the same time he was not rash enough to make definite prophecies. 

The majority of peace settlements in the past had eventually turned 
out to be gigantic errors. The Treaty of Westphalia and the Treaty 
of Utrecht in 1713 at the end of the War of the Spanish Succession 
were outstanding examples; whilst practically the whole of the inter- 
national history of the nineteenth century might be written down as 
the undoing of the work performed at the Congress of Vienna. The 
Treaty of Paris after the Franco-Prussian war was another instance 
of failure, and Lord Salisbury remarked after the Treaty of Berlin 
that “we had put our money on the wrong horse.” Beyond all ques- 
tion, grievous mistakes had been made by diplomatists in the past, at 
consequently to-day many persons thought that a better era would 
dawn under democratic control. But, although the great sound heart 
of the people might be trusted, there was the all-important question 
of its thick head to be considered! 

The four great problems to be faced in the event of the Allied arms 
emerging victorious were: (a) The Relation of East and West; (») 
Nationality; (c) Internationalism; and (d) Militarism. Then, again, 
there was the question of tariffs, which had caused the greatest conflict 
between nations, and that of access to markets and raw materials. 
Moreover, there were signs that the Monroe Doctrine was not to be 
left unchallenged by Germany; and that was one of the objects with 
which she had built her large fleet. There were at the present time 
in Brazil 500,000 Germans, whose services, wealth, and allegiance wet? 
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lost to ‘the Fatherland; and in the event of victory Germany would 
at no distant date challenge the protection of Brazil by the United 
States. International law had ceased to exist for Germany, and she 
had thrown Europe back three hundred years. The greatest problem 
of all that faced the Allies was the reconstruction of European society 
in such a manner that international law could be enforced and main 
tained. 


The Enemy Within our Gates. 


The following letter from Sir Alfred Hopkinson, K.C., appeared in 

the J'imes of the 15th inst. :— 
Sir, 

‘* The house of the widow (an Englishwoman) of a German who 
has two sons in the British Army was ransacked and some of the 
furniture carried into the street and piaced on a bonfire.”’ 

‘A friend of the family was badly injured about the head while 
assisting in the removal of Mrs. Lambert’s aged mother.”’ 

These are two extracts only from a long list of infamous outrages 
reported in a Lancashire paper yesterday. It is intolerable that our 
soldiers at the front should be needed at home to protect the women 
of their families from the violence of frenzied mobs, made up largely 
of those who are too lazy or cowardly to enlist. ‘‘ The older members 
of the crowd,”’ says the reporter, ‘‘ were in sympathy with the woman, 
whose home had been completely destroyed.’’ It is to be hoped that 
the severest and promptest measures will be taken to stamp out this 
“rot’’ that is setting in, disgracing the nation and weakening it for 
the terrible struggle in which it is engaged. Our battle is for justice 
against organiz rutality. Injustice and disorderly brutality at home 
are enemies of our cause. One of the worst features at present is the 
attempt of many people of better education to excite violent feeling 
against any person ‘‘ with German blood in his veins.’’ The cry is 
rankly disloyal, and is a slander on scores who are giving their lives 
for our country. 

Purity of aim and intensity of purpose are needed to save the country 
from a bastard patriotism which wreaks its anger on the defenceless, 
from panic, as well as from indifference. Anxious for tidings, one 
finds that the midday edition of a paper widely circulated, while giving 
some particulars about 7'/ie Lusitania, devotes a larger space to the 
latest betting and ‘selections for finals.’ The Press can do much, 
and in some cases has done much, to maintain a “‘ right spirit ’’ in the 
nation. Now is its opportunity not only to stimulate intenser effort and 
sacrifice, but to keep the good name of the country unsullied and to 
bring home to the masses the fact that the worst ‘‘ enemies within our 
gates ’’ are the ruffians who take part in and those who encourage such 
cowardly outrages on innocent people as those which we have recently 
witnessed.—I am, Sir, yours faithfully, ALFRED HOPKINSON. 

Rickmansworth, 13th May. 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Society. 


University or Lonpon Law Stupents’ Society.—At a meeting held 
on Tuesday, 18th May, 1915, at University College (Mr. F. 
Bradbury in the chair), the subject for debate was :—‘‘ That 
workers who strike while engaged on Government contracts are aiding 
the King’s enemies, and therefore guilty of high treason.’’ Mr. O. W. 
Godwin opened in the affirmative, and Mr, E. M. Duke in the nega 
tive. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. J. L. M. Perez, 
Sempuran Singh, C. C. Gallagher, R. H. Gregorowski, P. A. Wood, 
A. B. Montgomery, T. Francondi, F. Bradbury, and C. R. Morden. 
The leaders replied, and on the motion being put to the meeting it 
was lost by two votes. 








Obituary. 
Sir Edward Chandos Leigh, K.C, 


Sir Edward Chandos Leigh, formerly counsel to the Speaker, second 
son of the first Lord Leigh and brother of the Dean of Hereford, died 
on the 18th inst., at his residence in London. 

As a lawyer, a cricketer of some distinction and a keen hunting man, 
says the Times, he made a host of friends during his long and active 
life. Born only a few months after the passing of the first Reform 
Bill, he entered on his eighty-third year last December, and it is more 
than sixty years since he was captain of the Eleven at Harrow, where, 
on a famous occasion, ‘the boy Blayds’’ wrote his verses for him, 
without, however, deceiving the master who looked them over. In 
their undergraduate days he repaid the debt by helping Calverley over 
a wall into the garden at Trinity on his way home to Balliol from 
& supper party at Oriel, which was his own college. 

At Oxford he took his degree in Law and History Greats, and was 
afterwards elected a Fellow of All Souls; he was also for three years 
& member of the University Eleven. Coming to London in 1859, he 
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and gradually built up a solid reputation at the Parliamentary Bar. In 
LWO suCCeSSIVe years, 1880 and 1881, he was made a Queen s ( ounsel and 
Recorder of Nottingham, and in 1883 became Speaker's counsel, hold 


ing this post until 1907. ln 1887 he gained the double distinction 
i beimg elected & bencher of the Inner Lemple and president of the 
M.C.C, in the club's centenary year He received the K.C.B. in 1901 

bby his personal qualities no less than his knowledge of the game, hi 


was deservedly qualified for the honour of holding the highest post 
in the world of cricket. Only a little more than a year ayo, under the 
title of ** Bar, Bat, and Bit,’’ he published a pleasantly written account 
of the varied professional and sporting experiences of his life. 
Amateur acting was another of his hobbies; he used frequently to 
play at Lord Norton's in the old days, and was at one time a promi 
nent *‘Old Stayer. It was at his request that the members of the 
club some twenty years ago broke through their traditional rule of 


never playing outside Canterbury, and gave a performance of Sweet 
Lavender '’ at the St. George’s Hall in aid of the London P! ing Fields 
Society, in which as chairman he was a moving spirit. His interest in 


the welfare of this society was typical of the kind-hearted friendliness 
which was one of his chief characteristics. He will be widely missed by 
a large circle of relatives and friends. : 

Sir Edward married in 1871 the eldest daughter of the late Mr. 
James Rigby, of Moss House, Lancashire, by whom he had two sons 
and three daughters. One daughter died young, and both the sons have 
been killed in the present war—the elder, Major Chandos Leigh, D.S8.O., 
King’s Own Scottish Borderers, in March, and the younger, Lieutenant 
Edward Henry leigh, Rifle Brigade, during the present month. He 
fell in action at Fromelles on 9th May, and the announcement of his 
death was first published last Saturday. 


Mr. George Pollock. 


Mr. George Frederick Pollock, formerly Senior Master i the King’s 
Bench and King’s Remembrancer, died at his residence at Hanworth, o 
Wednesday, of acute pneumonia, aged ninety-four. 

His death, says the J'imes, severs almost the last link between the 


generation of early Victorian lawyers and the present. Called to the 
bar in 1843, when his father, the late Chief Baron, Sir Frederick 
Pollock, was Attorney-General, he was for nearly half-century a Master 
of the Exchequer Court and Supreme Court. His powerful memory 
ranged over some seventy years spent in the practice of the law, and 
was rich in stories of the judges and counsel who had been his friends 
or his father’s, 

One of the ablest members of a family distinguished for ability, he 
might have attained to the highest offices had he remained longer at 
the bar and had he been more ambitious. He was a charming raconteur, 
and had at his disposal immense stores of out-of-the-way knowledge 
To the very last in his long life he retained his vigorous faculties, 
mental and physical. 

Mr. Pollock was a man of attainment in many fields of science. He 
was always deeply interested in mechanics, and before he left the bar 
had reached some eminence as an arbitratof in patent cases. In one 
case heard by him in 1851 Sir Daniel Gooch, Robert Stephenson, and 
John Hawkshaw were all called as witnesses. He had made a complete 
study and hobby ef clocks and watches. As an astronomer he had 
done some work, and counted among his friends in earlier life Si 
George Airey and later Sir Norman Lockyer, and in other fields Michael 
Faraday, Sir Richard Owen, and Sir Joseph Hooker. Thackeray, too, 
was a friend of his, whom he met at the Garrick Club. 
Perhaps one of the most interesting incidents in his life was that he 
was asked by his friend John Murray to read “ The Origin of Species " 
as it passed through the press, and on his advice Murray doubled the 
edition. Mr. Pollock was one of the original founders of the Bishop 
of London’s Fund and remained a manager throughout his life. 


Mr. Pollock married, in 1851, Francés Diana, daughter of the Rev. 
Henry Arthur Herbert, Rector of Rathdowney, in Queen’s County. She 
died in 1891. Of his sons who lived to middle life his eldest, Mr. Harry 
Pollock, who died in 1901, was member for the Spalding Division of 
Lincolnshire from 1895 to 1900. Dr. Rivers Pollock, who died in 1909, 
was well known as an obstetric physician attached to Queen Charlotte's 
and Westminster Hospitals. Mr. Ernest M, Pollock, K.C., the fourth 
son, is member for the united boroughs of Warwick and Leamington, 
and the youngest son, Bertram, was Headmaster of Wellington College, 
and is now Bishop of Norwich. Mr. Pollock also had two daughters, 


who survive him, 
The very type of a manly, hivh-minded, sagacious Englishman, he 
had, and could have, no enemies, and had many friends 


who will long 





joined the Inner Temple, was appointed Recorder of Stamford in 1864, 


miss h renial presence 
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Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Justice Motony has been appointed a Lord Justice of Appeal 
in Ireland in succession to the late Lord Justice Moriarty. Mr. Molony, 
who is now in his fiftieth year, was called to the Irish bar in 1887 
and to the English bar by the Middle Temple in 1900. He was 
appointed Solicitor-General for Ireland in 1912. He became Attorney 
General in the following year, and he had held that position only for 
a month when he was raised to the bench in succession to the late 
Mr. Justice Wright. He had a distinguished career at Trinity College, 
Dublin, where he graduated as senior moderator in history and political 
science. 

Mr. Matcotm Rosert JArptine, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Advocate-General of Bombay, in succession to Mr. T. J. Strangman, 
who has resigned. 

Mr. Crement Epcar Arnovutp has been appointed a commissioner in 
this country to administer oaths, etc., for the Province of Saskatchewan, 
Canada. 





Information Required. 


Re LIZZIE HASTINGS HOLME, deceased, of New York, U.S.A., 
who died in London on 20th June, 1914. To Solicitors and others. 


Any person having possession of a will or codicil of the above, dated 
after 22nd July, 1907, is requested to communicate with Messrs. VALpy, 


Peckuam, & Cuapttin, of 19, Lincoln's Inn-fields, London, Solicitors. 





General. 


A private in the Army Service Corps, who before enlisting practised 
as a solicitor in the north of England, has presented a motor-car and 
cheque to the Newhaven Military Hospital, as an appreciation of the 
kindly attention he received while in the institution. The car is now 
being used for giving convalescent soldiers an airing. 


Mr. James Clarke, aged seventy-two, of Broughton Park, Broughton, 
Preston, Lanes, and { Lune street, Preston, solicitor, of the firm of 
Messrs. Clarke & Son, a member of the Preston Town Council, and 
for some years clerk to several local bodies, left estate of the gross 
value of £48 244 


Mr. Primrose, replying to a Parliamentary question, says : Early in 
August the British, French, and Russian Governments offered assurances 
to the Swedish Government that they would guarantee to respect the 
integrity and independence of Sweden, both now and in the future, 


so long as Sweden remained neutral. 


In the H use of Commons on Wedne sd iV, in re ply to Sir J. D. Rees, 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer said, with reference to German and 
other hostile assets which had been secured and earmarked tp this 
country by the Trading with the Enemy Acts, it was the intention of 
the Government to prevent such assets leaving this country until proper 
provision was made for securing corresponding British assets now in 
the hands of the enemy, and steps would in due course be taken to this 
end. 

In a printed reply to Lord Charles Beresford, who asked the Prime 
Minister whether he would take steps to prevent British banks granting 
advances to companies which, although registered in this country, are 
really German, Mr. Asquith points out that such companies are pre 
cluded from making payments of any kind to enemy shareholders during 
the war. He adds that while it is very desirable that bankers should 
exercise special vigilance in granting loans to companies whose capital 
is mainly or even largely held in enemy countries, he does not think 
that a general power to prohibit such loans could usefully be exercised. 


At Greenwich Police Court on Tuesday, Wende Jost, thirty, of High 
road, Lee, was charged on remand as an alien enemy with assuming 
and using a name other than that by which he was ordinarily known 
at the beginning of the war. The prisoner had carried on the trade 
of a hairdresser, and since the war began he had had his own name 
painted out from his shop front and the words ‘‘ City Toilet Saloon ”’ 
substituted. Mr. Symmons said he had come to the conclusion that 
the regulation applied to case where an alien enemy had changed 
his name to a trade name describing a business. The prisoner would be 
fined £5, with the alternative of one month's imprisonment. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in reply to Mr. Joynson 
Hicks, Mr. Baker said German officers prisoners in this country 
receive 4s. a day (£6 a month) if below the rank of captain, and 4s. 6d. 
a day (£6 15s. a month) all other ranks, except medical officers, who 
under the Geneva Convention receive the full British pay of their 
ranks. Our officer prisoners in Germany of the same sal emabes £3 
and £5 a month respectively, and I have no information to shew that 
medical officers receive more. Mr. Joynson-Hicks : Is the hon. gentle 


man quite certain that those payments are received? Mr. Baker: I 
believe such communication as is possible on the subject is going on 
at the present moment. 








In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in answer to Mr. MacCallum 
Scott, the Chancellor of the Exchequer said :—The Treasury have no 
legal power to make their disapproval of fresh issues of capital effective 
and the Government do not propose to seek such power at the present 
time. I do not, however, consider it probable that in present circum- 
stances promoters will persist in prospectuses of which the Treasury 
have expressed disapproval or that, if they do persist, such prospec- 
tuses will be supported by the public. Should they do so, the question 
whether any advantage they may thereby obtain over those who have 
been content to be guided by the rules laid down should not be counter- 
balanced by special fiscal burdens will not fail to receive careful con- 
sideration. 


In the House of Commons on Monday, in answer to Mr. Kellaway, 
Dr. Macnamara said :—The number of tons of British shipping, other 
than warships, sunk or captured by hostile action from the beginning of 
the war till 15th May, 1915, is 460,628. The number of persons of all 
nationalities who were killed in connection therewith is approximately 
1,556. The particulars as regards neutral vessels sunk or captured by 
the German Navy since the outbreak of war are as follows :—Sunk by 
mines 48, lives reported lost 93, also entire crew of two vessels and 
part crew of two others; damaged by mines 6, lives lost 1; sunk by 
submarines 15, lives lost 6; damaged by submarines 2, lives lost 3; 
sunk by cruisers 3, lives lost nil. This list cannot be guaranteed as 
complete, nor have the Admiralty information as to the neutral vessels 
captured. The number of tons of German shipping not being warships 
sunk or captured by the British Navy from the beginning of the war 
till 15th May, 1915, is 314,465. As far as is known not one German 
or neutral subject has been killed in connection therewith. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday, in reply to Sir J. Lonsdale, 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer said it ought to be clearly understood 
that the action which was being taken since 11th March was in every 
respect as effective in preventing cotton from reaching Germany as a 
declaration of cotton as contraband could make it, and cotton was, in 
fact, being excluded from Germany thereby. Arrangements were 
being made to pay American shippers for the cotton cargoes detained 
by us as soon as the necessary proof of ownership and contract price 
was forthcoming. Sir J. Lonsdale: Does that answer mean that no 
cotton is being imported into Germany from foreign sources? The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer: That is my information. Mr. Dennis: 
Is the right hon. gentleman aware that in the week ended lst May 
120,000 bales of raw cotton were exported through Italy into Germany? 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer : I will look into that matter. Our 
intention certainly is that all cotton should be excluded from Germany, 
and every step has been taken for that purpose that is possible in the 
circumstances. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday, replying to Commander 
Bellairs, Mr. Runciman said :—The questions for submission to the 
Lusitania Court of Inquiry cannot be satisfactorily prepared until suffi- 
cient evidence has been obtained from passengers and crew on which to 
found them, but this is being proceeded with as rapidly as possible. The 
Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General will be the leading counsel 
in the inquiry. ‘The assessors, who are appointed by my right hon. 
friend the Home Secretary, will, I understand, be Admiral Sir Fred- 
erick S. Inglefield, K.C.B., and Lieutenant-Commander Hearn, R.N., 
together with two mercantile marine masters, Captain D. Davies and 
Captain J. Spedding. Mr. G. Terrell asked whether the instructions 
illeged to have been given by the Admiralty to the captain will be 
disclosed. Mr. Runciman: It is competent for the court to call for 
any information they require either from the Admiralty or any other 
source. Mr. Fell asked if any naval advantage would be derived from 
the inquiry and if it could not be dropped. Mr. Runciman : No, sir, 
it certainly cannot be abandoned, but it may be necessary to take some 
evidence in camera, 








The Council of the Society of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors 
have unanimously re-elected Mr. Charles Hewetson Nelson (C. Hewet- 
son Nelson, Robson, & Co.), Liverpool, and Mr. Arthur Edwin Wood 
ington (A. E. Woodington & Bubb), London, to the respective offices 
of president and vice-president for the ensuing year. 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“Oxford ” Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes” and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The “Oxford ”’ is only genuine when connected with the 
name of Witt1am Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 
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Court Papers. 
Circuits of the Judges. 


Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
taken on the first working day; in other cases the note appended to 
the name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which 
two Judges go there will be no alteration in the old practice. 

The following Jud will remain in Town: THE Lorp Carer JusTICE 
or ENGLAND and Lusi, J., during the whole of the Circuits ; the other 
Judges till their respective Commission Days. 
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_ Unhappy Belgium, says the 7'imes, under its German administration, 
is threatened with a further blow. It is reported to be the intention 
of the German authorities to terminate the financial moratorium as 
from ist June. The Z'imes has received a copy of a lengthy letter 
just addressed to the Civil Administrator by the Antwerp Chamber 
of Commerce protesting against this step, and forcibly explaining its 
disastrous effect. At the beginning of August the drafts on Belgium 
held by the Banque Nationale, and protected by the moratorium, 
amounted to a total value of a thousand million francs; to the extent 
of 250,000,000 francs they had, by great efforts, been liquidated up to 
Ist April, but what is to happen if the remaining drafts for 750,000,000 
francs have now to be taken up by the debtors without any mora 
torium? A tragic appeal is made by the Chamber of Commerce for 
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The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Policies, and Shares, 


Messrs. Hl. E. Foster & CRANFIELD held their usual Periodical Sale (No. 1018) of 
the above interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following lots were 
sold at the prices named :— 


ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-seventh of £3.073.. «= _ Sold £275 
ANNUITY and REVERSIONARY LIFE INTEREST ee ee ® £650 
REVERSION to One-fourth of £6,949 ee oe oe - » £415 
LIFE INTEREST in £107 10s. per annum oe se os , n £710 
BURT, BOULTON & HAYWOO), Lrv., 4% per Cert. Debentures » £7,586 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 14. 


BANK SuHrvrinc Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to L. C. 
Elmslie, 17, Water st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

St. Grornor’s Hatt CingvwaA Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 
23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
tu Walter George Hall, Union and Smiths Bank Chambers, Silver st, Hull, liquidator. 


WAYFORD T&NANTS, LTD.—Creditors are require!,on or before May 31, to send their 
names and adidresses, and the particulars of their debts ‘or claims, to Alfred 
Wood, F.C.A., 14, Victoria st, Westminster, liquidator, 

JOINT STOCK \COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANOBRY. 
Lendon Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 18. 

3RACONS Motors Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to Lionel Alfred 
Balantyne Lawier, The Square, Liphook, Hants, liquidator. 

FINEGAN AND ADAMS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ervest Triteehler 
Kerr, 95, Colmore row, B rmingnam, liquidator. 

Horsiry Link, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of ‘their debts or claims, to John Collingwood 
Fortune, 36, Church st, West Hartlepoo), liqui lator. 

J. & H. HARRISON Lrp (IN LIQUIDATION). —Creditors are required, on or be‘ore July 1, 


to send their names and acdresses, and particu.ars of their debts and claims, to 
Joon An ijrew Gardner, 2}, Grey st, Newcastle upon Iyne, liquidator. 


TROPEX (CENTRAL AMERICA) SYNDICATE, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Credi- 
tors are required, on or before June 18, to send their names and addresses, and 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Hempsted Fowler, 6, Wa:nford ct, 
liquidator. 

TRoPEX (EAST AFRICA) SYNDICATE, LTD (iN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION),—€reditors are 
required, on or before June 18, to send their names and addresses, and particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Robert Hemp:ted Fowler, 6, Warnford ct, liquidator 

Wrst AFRICAN UNION MINES, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Alfred Green, 85, London Wali, £.C., liquidator. 


oe 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Garette.—FRIDAY, May 14. 


Franklin & Co (Grimsby), Ltd. 


Kaye & Pounsford, Ltd. 
Rubber Substitute (1910), Ltd. 


Standard Consolidated Tin Mines, Ltd. 
Reynolds’ Railway Hotel, Lta. Gascon Motor Co, Ltd. 

Thomas Bailey, Ltd. Port Arthur (Current River) Estates, Ltd. 
Safety Bioscope Supplies Co, Ltd. St Margaret's Bay Preservation and 
New Girling Commercial Cars, Ltd. Development Co, Ltd. 

United Kinzdom Films, Ltd. British Latin American Syndicat>, Ltd. 
Joseph Lang & Son, Ltd. Irish Ochre and Minerals Co, Ltd. 

Masons Caterers, Ltd. Combination Gas-Steam Syndicate, Ltd, 
Young & Witfen, Ltd. Valentines Confectionery Co, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, May 18. 
E. Phillips & Co (Birmingham), Ltd. Brabyn Rteam Joinery Works, Ltd 


Cooper & Co (Manchester), Ltd. E. N. Dale, Ltd, 
Empire Laundry and Cleaning Works, SignalSpinning Co, Ltd. 


Ltd. Entwisie Arms Siek and Burial Society, 
Mid-Continent (Oklahoma) Oil Co, Ltd. Ltd. 
Olorex, Ltd. Forestier, Ltd. 


Horsley Line, Ltd, 


West African Union Mines, Ltd. 
Artopus Studios, Ltd. 


Venn, Lawrence & Co, Ltd. 
Wall Grange Co, Ltd. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 





London Gazette—FRiDAY, May 7. 

GIULIANO, ARTHUR ALPHONSE, 48, Knightsbridge, jeweller June 1 Giuliano ahd 
another v. Barker, Joyce, J. Harrison, Pollock & Marrison, Vernon House, Blooms 
bury-square 

Howarb, THOMAS, West-street, Crewe, licensed victualler June 10 The Birkenhead 
Brewery Co. (Lim.) v. Howard, Sargant and Younger,JJ. Garnett, Edleston road 
Crewe 

Monck, THE Hon. CHARLES HENRY STANLEY, The Wilderners, Frimley Green, Surrey 
June 7 Portal vy. Monck, Neville and Astbury, JJ. Hunter, New-square 





telief from this further addition to the chaos in their smitten country. 
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Surru, Fawoxnick James, Ryde, Isle of Wight Jane4 Smith and others v. Smith, 
Sorgant,J. Pitt, St. Andrew-strect, Holborn Circus 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 18. 


Batty, JAMEes THomas Heapert, Duke-street, Manchester-square June 18 Lawford 
v. Baily, Joyes and Ev’, JJ. Stokes, Serjeant's-inn, Fleet-street 

GRENPELL, RiversDaLe Nonvs, Bath Club, Piccadilly July 7 ‘Goschen & Co. v 
Bulteel, Neville, J. Coxe, Great Winchester street 

Hay, Tue How. ARTHUR VINCENT, Westbourne-strect, Hyde Park July 19 Gibbon 
(Lim.) v. Hay, *argant, J. Whitham, Gray's-inn sqaare 

RREVE, CLAUDE Eayest, Sotherland-avenne, Maila Vale Aug. 3 Reeve v. Hanasens 
and others, Sargant,J. Worr:ll & 3on,{Coleman-:t 


a 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—¥RIDAY, May 7. 


ANDREWS, JULIA JACOBA, Beech Alton, Hants June %) Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

Asu, Jou, Alpha Cottages, Easex June6é Fisher, Southend oa Sa 

BAGNALL-CAKELEY, Joun Lewis, Talgarth, Brecknock May 31 Gardners & Heywood, 
Abergavenny 

BARKER, Josern, Raristown, Lancs, Photozrapher May 2t Longton, Warrington 

BoLAM, Ggonak, Chathill, Northumberland, Farmer June 6 Forster & C6, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Bowner, Georor, Bradfori Junel Tarnbuall & Son, Bradford 

Bonser, Rt Hon Sir Joun WINFIRLD, PC, Eaton pl June 2% Atkinson, Finsbury sq 

BOSWELL, SARAH Trice, Dover June4 Mann & Crimp, Essex st, Strand 

Baowns, THomas, Penrith Junel9 Arnison & Cu, Penrith 

BROWNING, ANN FLORENCE, Stirling mans, Vampetead Junel5 Peaceck & Goddard, 
South sq, Gray's ina 

Bavuce, WILLIAM ARTHUR McCRAR, 59th Scinde Rifles, Lieutenant June 3 
Co, Old Jewry 

CANDLER, AMELIA, Brightlingsea, Essex June5 Goody & Co, Colchester 

CARR, JAMES JAMIESON, Sunderiand Mayilv Niel & Crute, Sunderland 

CHRIMES, CHARLES EDWakD, Rotherham, Yorks June 30 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

CoLE-HAMILTON, Faances Sornia, Ryde, Isle of Wight June 15 Royds & Co, 
Bedford +4q 

Cross, CHARLES HENRY, Plymouth June3 Shelly & Johne, Plymouth 

DARLING, Ronert, Barnsley May 12 White & Go, Karnsley 

DASH, SARAH, Gloucester June 4 Sturge, Bristol 

DAVISON, ELIZA VERNON, Broadstairs, Kent June 4 Robinson & Alifree, Ra nsgate 

DERWENT, THOMAS EDWARD, Pickering, Yorks, Colliery Agent June 6 Rowlands, 
Fleet st 

Darpor, Lovursa, Dawlish, Devon June 8 Stone & Co, Bath 

DUNCAN, Henny MonrTaavur, Harrow onthe Hill June 19 Munns & Longden, Frede- 
rick’s pl 

Dyer, WILLIAM Henry, Girlington, Bradford June 23 Rhodes & Hall, Bradford 

EDMONDS, ANNA MARIA, Penzance Jane5 J P & { 87 M Milton, Penzanc» 

ELIoT, WILLIAM LAWRENCE, Mullion, Cornwall June li Tyler, Clem: nt’s inn 

EVERS, FREDERICK, Birkenhead May 27 Miller & Co, Liverpool 

GILLESPIE, THOMAS, Handsworth, Woodhouse, Yorks July 9 Watson & Co, Sheflleld 

GRAHAM, JeesIR, High rd, Chiswick June 8 Dangerfield & Co, Craven st 

HANNUELL, JAMES, Flitwick , bedford May 22 Sharman & Trethewy, Bedford 

HARRIMAN, PAUL, Walsall July 1 Enock & Co, Walsall 

Hoventon, Groner, Uphill rd, Mili Hill, Photegraphic Apj aratus Manufacturer June 
7 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

HOWARTH, MELINDA, Rhyl, Fiiot June 5 Ferns & Co, Stockport 

Jones, JULIA, Canonbury rd, Enfield June 15 Robins & Grimsdall, Hornsey 

KAMINSKY, MoRRISs, Cheetham, Manchester, Cabinet Maker Walker & Co, Man 
chester 

KING, Frances, Croydon, Boarding House Proprietress June7 Rowland & Hutchinson, 
Croydon 

LAMBE, WILLIAM, Thorpe on the Hill, Lincoln June 5 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark 
upon Trent 

LAMBERT, EMILY ANN, Malvern rd, Dalston June 7 Dowse & Co, Kingsland rd 

LUCY, REGINALD Eric, Plymouth June7 Shelley & Johns, Plymouth 

MARSTON, Betsy HANNAH, Handsworth, Staffs June 10 Mitchell & Chattock, Bir- 
mingham 

MARSTON, WILLIAM EDWARD, Handsworth, Birmingham June10 Mitchell & Chattock, 
Birmingham 

MARSTON, WINIFRED, Handsworth, Staffa June 10 Mitchell & Chattock, Birmingham 

Mayer, Lovuts, Great Russell st June 18 Lazarus & Son, Bloom. bury :q 

MCNALLY, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees Marine Store Dealer June5 Cohen, 
Steckton on Tees 

Meek, BENJAMIN, Albion rd, Dalston June 4 Britton, Soho sq 

Mon«s, Joun, Chorley, Lancaster, Umbrella Manufacturer June 9 Stanton & Sons, 
Chorley, Lanca 

MoRGAN, ALBERT Eannst, Oakwood ct, Kensington May 21 Townroe, Budge row 

NEWENS, ALFRED NACHBAR, Kew, Surrey June7 Bellamy, Strand 

NEWTON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Handsworth, Birmingham, Watchmaker July 81 
Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 


Maddison & 





NortTumors, Joun, Tavistock, Devon June 8 Maples & Co, Frederick's pi, OM 
Jewry 

PeARS, HARRIETTS, Verwood, Dorset June18 Lazarus & Son, Bloomsbury sq 

Pic KLES, JosErH, Clayton West, nr Hncdersfield, Music Teacher May 12 White & Co 
Barnsley 

RATOLIFFE, EDWARD, Wavertree, Liverpool June7 Lindsay, Liverpool 

RAYNER, ANNE EvitH, Worthenbury, Fiiat Junelé Wright & Co, Liverpool 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM HENRY, Kingston upon full, Advertising Agent JuneS) Rollit 
& Co, Ha | 

Ruinp, Epwis, Heaton, Mersey, Lancs, Plunber’s Merchant June 10 Challinor, 
Manchester 

RUSSELL, Emma, Ash, Surrey JuneJ2 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 

Kurrer, Lrpta, Coulsdon, Surrey June8 Gearey, Verulam bidgs, Gray's inn 

SAXTREE, HARRIETT, Solihull, Warwick June 10 Mitchell & Chattock, Birm’ng- 
bam 

SAYLES, MARY, Rastrick, ur Brighouse, York June 4 gt Brighouse 

SHUTE, CHRISTIAN, Clifton, Bristol June 20 Bush & Bush, Briste 

SINCLAIR, JOHN EDMUND, Eastbourne June 10 Gresham « Co, ona Jery *hmbrs 

SLOMAN, EDGAR, Salters’ Hall ct, Solicitor June 19 Badham & Co, Salters Hall ct 

SmirH, ELIZA, Stockport, Chester June5 Ferns & Co, Stockport 

SMITH, FREDERICK, Ashmount rd, Tottenham June 7 Dowse & Co, Kingsland rd 

STone, WILLIAM, Easton, Bristol, Furaiture Remover June 2i Watkins, Bristol 

STRUGNELL, JAMES, Queen Elizabeth's walk, Sioke Newington April 27 Parker, Queen 
Victoria st 

THORNTON, RICHARD WILLIAM, Southsea July 1 Bird, Queen st 

Topo, EMILY MILES, Weybridge, Surrey June7 Routh & Co Southampton st 

W ARREN-SWERTENHAM, THOMAS ROBERT EATON WYBAULT, Sweetenham Hall, or Con 
gieton, Chester May2i H L & W P Reade, Congleton 

WHeeLer, WILLIAM, Baldwin, Brightwel, Oxford, Farmer June 8 Wilkins & Son, 
Aylesbury 

WILKINS, Henry, Galne, Wilts June 30 Gough & Son, Calne 

WrtiraMs, Ropert, Abergele, Denbigh, Farmer June is Lloyd, Connah's Quay 

WiruissHaw, JoHs, Nantwich, Chester June 1 Hensicy & Co, Nantwich 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 11. 


ALpous, JAMus WILLIAM, Ipswich, Solicitor June 12 Birkett & Co, Ipswich 

ALEXANDER, JAMES WILLIAM, Trebovir rd, Earis Court June 11 Fowler & Oo, 
Bedford row 

ARMSTONG, JOHN GRAHAM, Worcester, Draper Jaly 12 March, Worcester 

ASPDEN, WILLIAM, Freckleton, Lancs May 25 Gaulter, Fleetwood 

BaLsTER, ELIZABETH, Winchester May 24 Dowling, Winchester 

BANNIN, JOSEPH PETER, Hatton Garden June 15 Whitgreave & Co, Craven st 

BARTON, Rev. HENRY NOWELL, St Ervan, Cornwall June16 Collins & Son, Newquay 

BASSETT, ELIZABETH ANN, and CATHERINE BoNE KBTALLACK Bassett, Lostwithiel, 
Cornwall Junel6 Collins & Son, Newquay 

Brace, Mary Soputa, Orleton, Hereford June 8 Robinson & Son, Leominster 

BROOK, WILLIAM, Hoo, Suffolk, Farmer Junel2 Birkett & Co, Ipswich 

CHAMBERS, GgornGE, Long Ashton, Somerset, Draper June 24 Wansbroughs & Co, 
Bristol 

CHRISTIE, HENRY HERBERT, Stevenage, Herts May 31 Hawkins & Co, Hitchin 

CLIFFORD, CHARLES, Brighton, Cardboard Box Manufacturer Junel5 Biddle & Co, 
Aldermanbury 

COCKERELL, SAMUBL Perrys, Pont st, Belgrave sq June 15 Johnson & Co, King's 
Bench walk 

Coyroy, Jony, Wigan May 31 Wall & Son, Wigan 

CourToOWN, EARL OF, Rt Hon. James Ggorcs Hunky, Gorey, Wexford June 10 
Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

CowELL, Joun, Fleetwood, Lancs, Professor of Music Junell Gaulter, Fleetwood 

Cox, ELIZABETH ANN, Oxford ter June19 Hortin, Edgware rd 

CRAIGEN, Gores, Park av, Wood Green June7 Craigen, Fulwood pl, Holborn 

Crook, WILLIAM Rurvs, Bath, Butehber June 14 Glover & Son, Bath 

DEAKIN, MADELINE AMELIA, Sheffield June 30 Rhodes & Hall, Bradford 

DONALDSON, CLEMENT TWINING, Woking June 12 Tweed, Devereux bidgs, Devereux 


ct 

Duckgtt, JAMES, Burnley May 31 Holmes & Holmes, Burnley 

DyMOND, WILLIAM FRANK, Reading Junell Goddard & Coy, Clement's inn, Strand 

Evans, EVAN, Llavwyddelan, Montgomeryshire, Horse Dealer June 11 Williams & 
Co, Newtown 

Evans, JOHN Frignp, Clayton, Manchester May 28 Slater & Co, Manchester 

FosTeR, HARRIET, Denholme, ur Bradford June8 Dey, Halifex 

HARDH, HUGO HERMAN, Detroit, Mich, USA June ls Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 

HASLAM, THOMAS, Dunham Massey, Chester, Cotton Manufacturer June 15 Hall &Co, 
Manchester 

Hooper, ELIZABETH BAILY, Downton, Wilts Junel Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Hunt, EMILY, Birmingham June l6 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

JACKSON, JULIA HANNAH, Lancaster rd, Notting Hill May 27 Proudfoot & Chaplis, 
Verulam bidgs 

JaUNCEY, Horatio, Lisbon, Portugal June 14 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

MACFARLANE, ELIZABETH Mary St JoHN, Fernshaw rd, Fu ham rd June 8 Nye 
& Co, Serjeant’s inn 

MARTI¥, HENRY CHARLES, Winton, Bournemouth, Grocer June 12 Tarner, Bourne 
mouth 

MARYON, JOHN StmgonN, Chiswick June 15 Maryon, Reading 

MONNERY, WILLIAM GEORGE, Sibellard, Clapham June 21 Herman, 2 Veru!am bidgs 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, BMOORGATEI STRAT, LOnNDOowWm, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTETRSRS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sen 


applicatioa. 


t va 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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Moss, Groner, West it, Essex, Coal Dealer June 15 Page & Ward, Colchester 

NorMantTew (Dowager Countess of) Rt Hon CAROLINE SUSAN AUGUSTA, Ennismore 

Jane 26 Tatham & Procter, 36, Lincoln's inn fields 

OrznsHaw, WILLIAM Epwakp, Newton Je Willows, Lancs, Fusilan Manufacturer June 
15 Atkinson & Co, Manchester 

Parse, THOMAS HANNAM, Sekforde st, Clerkenwell, Labourer June 12 Algar, Mar- 
tin's In 

Peery, HANNAH, Wednesfield, Staffs July 1 Stirk & Co, Wolverhampton 

pizper, JAMES, Folkestone June 24 Bradley & Hulme, Folkestone 

PriestMaN, ANNA MartA, Bristol June5 Watson & CC», Newcastle npo.x Tyne 

RYLE, ARTHUR JOHNeTON, Thurlos sq June 15 Bonus, 8: Helen's pl 

Sesion, Jonn WILLIAM, Huddersfield June8 Leonard, Hadderafield 

SHELTON, “pa Wellingborough, Northamptoa June 8 Parker & Son, Welliog- 
borough 

SHBPHERD, FRANK, Wolverhampton, Commercial Clerk July 1 Stirk & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 

SurTH, SUSAN TALBOT, Hanover gate mans, Regent's Park May 31 Langton & Pa‘s- 
more, Paper bidgs 

SurrH, WILLIAM MAXWELL, Brighton Junel5 Matthews & Co, Quees Victoria st 

Stezps, ALFRED Puiir, Half Moon st, Piccadilly May 27 Evans, Swansea 

THOMPSON, CHARLOTTE, Bowdon, Chester June 15 Parkinwn & Co, Manchester 

TREUTLER, WILLIAM JonN, Hove, Sussex Junel5 Cockburn & Co, Hove 

WHEELER, ALFRED, Munster rd, Fulham June7 Brown & Co, Lennox House, Norf Jk 


st 
Wicock, Mary, Luddenden, Yorks June 18 Boecock & fon, Halifax 
Witp, James EpwArp, Oldham, Commission Agent June 14 Ponsonby & Carlile, Old- 


ham 
Wricut, GkorGE WALTER, Birmingham, Tobacconist June5 Ore, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 14. 


ADAMS, ELIZABETH ANN, Devonport June 24 Akaster, Devo »port 
ALEXANDER, CLAUD HENRY, Winchester July 1 Warner & Kirby, W ncheater 
BakeER, JOHN GRORGE LiGHTFOOT, Twickenham July1 Senior & Furbink, Richmond, 
Surrey 
BAKEWELL, HERBERT JAMES, South Hill Park, Hampstead June 15 Raynes, Uoton et, 
d st 
BILt, JOHN FRANCIS, late a Captain, South Wales B-rderers June 26 Polto», Old Jury 


chmbrs 

BOARDLEY, RopERT, Lowestoft, Carting Contractor June12 Johnson & Nicholson, 
Lowestoft 

Bouton, THOMAS, Chevile, Staffa June 20 Blagg & Co,Cheadle 

Bond, JULIA, Harrogate June 15 Robotham & Co, Derby 

LE BOULANGER, ROSK ALEXANDRINK, Cardiff Junel4 Bradley & Son, Cardiff 

BROMILOW, NATHANIEL, Southport June5 Wilson & Bullouch, Wigan 

CAPERN, THOMAS FX ANCIS MESMER. Bristol June 25 Veale & Co, Bristol 

CLaTos, THOMAS, Langho, near Blackburn June ill Carter, Blackburn 

COLEMAN, ANN, Hythe, Kent June19 Oliver & Nutt, Coleman st 

Cox, FRANCIS HELEN. Havant, Southampton June 24 Williams & James, Norfolk 
House. Thames Embankment 

DE CASTELMENARDO, Countess EpITH, New Jersey, USA June 30 Coward & Co, 
Mincing In 

DRAKE, HERBERT WILLIAM TYRWHITT, Amersham, Bucks June 30 Cheete, 
Amersham 

Dosmore, WILLIAM, Leicester, Biscuit Manufacturer June 21 Toller & Co,Leicester 

Epwarvs, JANK, Liverpool Junel Thomas & Co, Liverpool 

Forusy, CAROLINE, Formby, Lancs Junel Simpson & Co, Liverpool 

Postar, THOMAS, Boscomb:, Bournemouth Juce 2% Bone, Bournemonath 

vege ee Ropert, Fiachley rd June 30 Brown & Woolnouzh, Lincoln's 
nn fields 

GARNHAM, HANNAH MARIA, Norwood rd, Herne Hill June 30 Cope, New ct 

GILL, FRANCIS Epwin, Southport June 26 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Ginpwoop, GERALD DRURY MILLAR, Canterbury mans, West Hampstead June 24 
Urquhart & Co, Cecil House, Holborn viaduct 

GLADSTONE, FREDERICK THOMAS, Harringiy, Master Mariner June 15 Colson, 
Copthall av . 

Grant, Lovrss, Croydon June 25 Drake & C», Rood In 

GREENWOOD, CHAMLES, Halifax June 15 Riley, Halifax 

Grecory, THomAS Romiley, Chester, Butcher June 30 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

HABERSHON, SAMUEL HERBERT, Harley st, Cavendish sq June 25 Ly Jalil & Sons, John 
st, Bedfori row 

Harpa, Hueco HERMAN, Detroit, Mich.. U.S.A. Junel4 Hewitt & Co, Leaden)all st 

HARDY, THOMAS WILLIAM, South Meadowfleld, Durham, Engineman May 25 Niel & 
Crate, Sunderland 

Hester, Ernest HAVELOCK, Calne, Wilts, Solicitor MAy28 Bevir & Son, Wootton 


t 

Hoapay, Mary, Chilhan, Kent June 15 Haines, Folkestone 

Hugues, MARY ANN, Bromsgrove June 15 Butcher, Blackpool 

Jackson, HENRY, Liverpool, Wholesale Draggists’ Sundryman June 14 Evans & Co, 
Liverpool 

JOHNSON, ALFRED, Mlartford, Chester June 26 Sale & Co, Manches‘er 

Jones, CATHERINE Hucues, Aberdovey, Merioneth June 1 Thomas & Co, Liverpool 

Jose’, EDWARD LLEWELLYN, Lianfarian, nr Abcrystwyth June 80 Davies & Son 
Aberystwyth 

JonEs, EDWARD OWEN, Bangor June 12 Jones, Bangor 

KELLEY, ALEXANDER ROEBUCK, Southport June 24 Innes, Manchester 

Kinson, GEORGE, Stoke upon Trent, Builder June 9 Hoitom, Stoke upon Trent 

KInksY, Jaues, Shefford, Bels June 19 Wade & Jackson, Shefford, * 

LANGSHAW, SUANNA HENRIETTA, Defoe rd, Tooting June 2l Grundy & Co, Arun 
del st 

Lavsper, ELizaBerTn, Berkeley,Glos May 31 Steel & Co, Cheltenham 

Lousapa, EDWARD ARTHUR, Chichester, Sussex June 14 Tatham & Lousada, Old 
Broad st 

LockwAN, Rev EpwarD, Hove, Sussex July 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

LOCKMAN, Rose, Hove, Sussex July 1 Wha'ley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

MAcMANUS, THOMAS, Letchworth, Herta July 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

MARNHAM, MARY JAN, Bournemouth Juoe 30 Batchelor & Batchelor, Outer Temple, 
Strand 

MARTINEAU, MARY, Thornton rd, Clapham Park June 30 Barton & Co, Surrey st 

MICHAELSON, HARRIS, Sudbury hill, South Harrow June 30 Woolfe & W oolfe, Duke 
st, St James's 

MILLINGTON, GRORGE, Wimbledon Park, Surrey, Silk Merchant July1 Haslewood & 
Co, Temple chmbrs 

—-~w Tuomas, Eastrow, Yorks June 30 Brown & Woolnough, Linco!n's inn 
flelds 

MUGLEsToN, MARY, Burton upon Trent May 31 Samble, Barton on Trent 

NASH, SARAH JANE, Northwich Chester May 24 Miliing & Moss, Northwich 

NSVILLE, Taomas, Blickburn June 26 Crossley & Schofield, Blackburn 

Parrex, Jonn, Woodbury, Devon Jare4 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 

PILGRAM, HERMANN, Thor ,ewood av, Forest Hill,Agent June30 Rehder & Higgs 
Mincing In 














PorTAL, Lucy Weicu, Barkston gdns, South Kensington June 21 Grundy & Co’ 
Arunde] st 
PRICE, BENJAMIN, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Farmer June 13 Roberts, Cleobury 


Mortimer, Salo 

RADFORD, AGNES, Brighton June 1 Haslewood & Co, Temple chmbrs 

RAPHAEL, ALFRED arwick av, Maida Vale June 2) Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

RENNIK, Mary, Folkestone June 24 Bradley & Hume Folkestone 

ROBERTS, JOHN SHEARWOOD, Sheffield June 26 Rob rts, Sheffield 

ROBINSON, CHARLES, Birminrham June ’0 Jagger, Rirmingham 

ROBINSON, HENRY, Abbey rd, Professor of Enginsering June 12 Whitelock & Storr, 
Bloomsbury sq 

Rowk, MARY ANN, cxeter June l2 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 

RUBINSTEIN, JOSKPH SAMURL, Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn, Solicitor June 14 Rubin- 
stein & Co, Raymond b'dgs 

SEATON, Ropert Cooper, Reigate June 19 Hooper, Redhill, Surrey 

SHEARWOOD, ANNIE, Kingston upon Hall June 30 artinson & Stow, Hull 

SIMMS, GEORGR NORMAN, Gerrards Cross, Bucks Muay 31 Simpson & Scott, Chesham 

SINCLAIR, DANIEL, Newcastle upon Tyne Junel2 Scott, South Shields 

SMITH, FRED, Stalybridge, Licensed Victualler May 29 Thompson, Stalybridge 

SPARROW, LEWIS GkORGE, late a Licutenant, South Wales Borderers June 14 Shelly 
& Johns, Plymouth 

SPIERS, WILLIAM TOMKINS, Highgate, Middix, Newsagent July 3 Finch & Ce, 
Cannon st 

TAYLOR, Evtz, Cots, Aston under Hill, Glos June 20 Stephens & Stephens, Winch 
comb, Glos 

TRASDALK, THom4s, Workington, Cumberland, Farmor June 19 Paisley & Co, Work- 
ington 

TEASDALE, Mary, Workington, Cumberlind, Farmer June 19 Paisley & Co, Working- 
ton 

TOWNSEND, Laura Copleston, Exeter June 18 Dunning & Co, Honiton 

VINCENT, ELLEN, South Croydon June ls Bridgman & Co, College hill 

WARING, AMELIA CATHRRINE, Fitzjohn's av, Soath Hampstead Juve 19 Upperton & 
Co, Lincoln's ina fields 

WILson, Joun, Harborne, Birmingham June1l2 Brooks & Monk, Birmingham 

WILson, THomAs Deckert, Linthorpe, Middlesbrough, Ironfounder June 12 Dawes, 
Middlesbrough 

WINNY, Rosert GronGe, Southend on Sea June 30 Wilson & Son, Basing- 
hall st 

Woop, ALBERT, Warbleton, Sassex, Innkeeper June 14 Swann, Heathfleld, 
Suerex 
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ARTHUR, ERNnesT, Tranmere, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler June 14 Thompson & 
Mathiso.x. Birkenhead 

Bipen, Joun, Nuteroft rd. Camberwell June 15 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Biaes, MARY LOUISA, Weston super Mare June30 Burry & Harris, Bristol 

CAMMACK, SARAH JANE, St Stephen's aq, Bayswater June 24 Ralligey & Co 
Copthall av 

CHILD, BERNARD, Sawbridgeworth, Herts, Ensinee’ Lieut RN June 2 
Paternoster row 

Corvin, CHARLES EDWARD PINK, Exmouth June Ford & Co, Exeter 

Craze, THOMAS, Frizington, Cumberland June 17 Thompson, Whitehaven 

DAVIES, GRIFFITH, Swaus'a June lé Taylor, Swansea 

Dopeit, CLARA, Leinster gdns June li Kddowes & Co, Derby 

DRUMMOND, JAMES, Iikley, Yorks June 25 Gordon & Co, Bradford 

East, WILLIAM, Kesson st, New Cross, Dairyman Juve 2s Giles, Lamboth rd 

Esoorr, THOMAS OLIVER, New Barnet June 24 rettitt, Limes av, New Southgate 

Fort, LAWRENCR, De Vere gdns, Kensington June 30 Upton & Co, Laurence 
Pountoey hill 

GAMLEN, ANNE ELIZA, Sincla'r rd, West Kensington Jane 17 Gamlen & Co, Gray's 
inn s 

GOSSELIN, Lwrs BERTRAM ROBERT RaPHoaRL, Ware, Herta, DSO June 10 Meynell 
& Pembor on, Old Queen st 

Geeexk, THOMAS, Wreay,nr Carlisle Junel 

HALL, CHARLES WILLIAM, Harlow, Essex, Licensed Victualler July 5 
Crauford, Chancery In 

HAMILTON, JAMES FETHERSTONHAUGH, MVO, Chepstow mans, Dayswater June 22 
Farrer & Co, Linco!n's inn flelds 

HARRISON, ANN, Sta'mine, Lancs June 18 Kean, Fleetwood 

HOLMAN, ELIZABETH ANN, Perran ar worthal, Corawall June 12 

HUDSON, ANGELINA, Hull June 19 Liewellyn & Son, Tunstall 

JACKSON, Lucy, Kingston upon Hull June 14 Walker & Colbeck, Hull 

Jones, WILLIAM, Llandrindod Wells, Farmer June 13 Oliver, Liandrindod Wells 

KENDALL, THOMAS, Huddersfield, Engraver May 31 Armitage & Co, Huddersficld 

LEAPER, WILLIAM, South Newbald, Yorks, Farmer June 30 Burland & Macturk, South 
Cave, Kast Yorks 

LoveitT, ELrza, Coventry June 21 Mander, Coventry 

MATCHETT, ALFRED WILLIAM, Bournemouth Junel5 Sparkes & Co, Exeter 

MATHEWS, JOHN AMOR, Southampton, June 30 Paice & Cross, Clement's inn 

McGEr, ANNIE Evoeniz, Warwick av, Maida Vale June 30 Pfahl & Co, Gt Marl- 
borough st 

Moopy, E.Liza Bruce, Birmingham June 28 Bickley & Lynex, Birmiogham 

Norman, Evizapeta Cork, Winkicigh, Devon May 31 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

PENNELL, EDIrH MARY, Paignton, Devon Jane 2% Smith & Kenny, Paignton 

PRATT, Rev RowERT, M.A., Hube.t grove, Stockwell June Zl Brookh use, Qaeen st, 
Cheapside 

PRIDHAM, ARTHUR Epwatp, Plymouth June29 Won, Plymouth 

RATCLIVFR, JOSEPH, Ashton under Lyne June 15 Bardsley, Ashton under Lyne 

Reip, Guy Evetyn Harnie, Horsell, nr Woking, Surrey June 22 Gadsden & Penne 
father, Bedfor! row 

Ric, WILLIAM SuTTor, Jermyn st June 25 Bull & Bull, Stone bidgs 

RIDDELL, ALEXANDER, Harborne, Birmingham Jane 26 Andrews & Co, Besex st 

RocERs, GE ones, Burgess hill, Sussex July 5 Rutland & Crauford, Chancery in 

RowLInson, ADA JANE, The Vale, Acton July 5 Kutland & Crauford, Chancery In 

RoYLEe, Joun, Wilmslow, Chester, Boot Merchant July 31 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

RYAN, GkorGe JULIAN, DSO, Ryte, lof W Jane 24 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fleids 

SANFORD, Gronag, Eastbourne July 1 Seatle & Morrison, Victoria st 

SimPsON, JOHN POLLOCK, Upper Montaqn st June 24 Hall'gey & Co, Copthall av 

SMITH, BRYAN, Quadring, Lincoln June l4 Smith & Co, Donington, nr Spalding 

STENNING, ISABELLA, Hove June 20 Collisson & Co Bedford row 

STEWART, ANNIE, Alvechurch, Worcester June 30 Avosell & Sherwin, Birmingham 

STOREY, MARGARET, Seaham Harbour, Durham Jane 19 Elles, Sunderland 

TAYLOR, LEAH JANE, Pontnewynydd, nr Pontypool June 30 Watkins & Co, Ponty 
200! 

TurtTox, JouN ALBERT, Sheffield, Rolling Mill Proprietor June 30 Clegg & Sons, 
Sheffield 

Warts, HENRY, Beckenham, Kent July 1 Irvine and Co, Great Tower at 

WILLIAMS, BLANCHE ELworTny, Eastbourne June 24 Presse & Press, Bristol 

WILLIANS, WILLIAM, Brighton June 30 Bunker, Hove 

WINSTANLEY, ELIZABETH, Scuthpurt June 30 Winders, Bolton 


Wells & Sons, 


Denison & Slater, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Kutiland «& 


Hanco k, Truro 














Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


CoLemasx, Abbeville gdns, | GILL, 
Clapham Park High Court Pet April 27 Ord May 11 May 12 

FISHER, PaILip B, Shoot up Blackburn Pet 
Court Pet May4 Ord May li 

Hendon Gantio—Fespar, ag 36. VLOWER, FREDERICK BEXJAM:=, Melksham, Wilts,Gentle- Hargis, ER, Freemantle, fouthampton Brighton 


man Bath Pet April 27 


CRUMP, BERTIE FREDERIC 


Vincent, Wakefield Wakefield Pet May 12 Ord 


Hill, Cricklewood High Grexs, WILL1aM, Accrington, Engineer 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Pet 
April 24 Ord May 10 


Ord May 11 
Joun ‘Hows, Pontypridd, Haberdasher 


Bass, ADOLPH, Chiswell s‘, Fur and Skin Merchant High Georce, WILLIAM Jamus, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Draper JENKNIS, 
¢ | Pontypridd Pet Miy 10 Ord May 10 


Court Pet Mar3l Ord May 11 


ardif? Pet May ll Ord May 11 
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Jones, THomas, Abergele, Denbigh, Grocer Bangor Pet 
Merit Ord May 1! 

KIPLING, GronoR, Hockley, Essex, Poultry Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet April} Ord May 12% 

KIRK. Parvo, Berkeley st High Court Pet April 16 
May 12 

LANDALE, PAULINE FLORENCE, Bolton st, 
High Court Pet Feb 17 Ord May 12 

Law, Enric, Belsize grove. Hamps*ead. 
High Court Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

LORD, WILtiAM, Horbuary, nr Wakefle’d, Grover's 
tant Wakefield Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

MARTINDALE, JAwRS, Blackburn, Joiner Uoltoa Pet May 
10 Ort May 10 

MITCHELL, JOHN, St James rd, Old Kent rd, Linen Collar 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Miy 11 Ord 
May il 

OSTON, LILIAN MARY Stewart, Littlehamoton, Landry 
Proprietress fri¢iton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Owen, WiLLt4M, Mold, Flint, Saddler Chester Pet May 
ll Ord May 11 

Porn, Harry J, Tangier. nr An ‘lover, Hants, Farmer 
High Court Pet Aprill4 Ord Mov 12 

PYRAHM, ALPREDP, Morecambe, Lancs Preston 
Ord May 12 

Ropinson, Georae ARTHUR. Otley, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Leeds Pet May!l Ord May 11 

ROWLANDS, Wittam WAtter, Haverfor twest, 
Pembroke Dock Pet May '0 Ord Mav 10 

Scort. GERALD A, St Albans. Herts, Provision Dealer 8: 
Albans Pet April 26 Ord May 12 

SMITH, FREDERICK, Manchester, Picture House Manager 
Manchester Pet Moy 1l Ord May 11 

SOLE JAMES ALLISON, Blackheath, Newsarent 
Pet Vayl! Ord Mav 11 

SouTHWoOOD, WALTER Eouunp 
Strand, Publisher High ¢ 
May 11 

STEVENS WILLIAM, Brighton 
May 11 

Thomson, WIL" t\mson & Co, Cullun st 
April 17 Ord May 10 

UNDERWOOD, ARTHUR 
Worcester Pet Vay it 

WALKER, Hevny THomas, 
Anrril 27 Ord May 10 

Wr*TsRooK, WILLIAM JonHN, Sydenham, 
Greenwich Pet Mav il Ord May il 

WICKHAM, Granger, Chatham, Kent, Milksel'er Rochester 
Pet Way 10 Ord May 10 

WILKINSON, JOHN, Sutton Coldfield, 
Maker Birmingham Pet May 10 Ori May 10 

YOXALL, WILLtaAM ARNOLD, Ashton under Lyne. formerly 
Yarn Manufacturer Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar 10 
Ord May 10 


Ord 
Picca lilly 
No occupation 


Ass's 


Pet May 12 


Painter 


Greenwich 


Craven as* 
Ord 


WILLI4M, 
yurt Pet April 27 
Ord 


trighton Pet April 1 


High Court Pet 


RICHARD. Worcester, Batcher 
Ord May tl 
Worcester Worcester Pe 


Kent, Bake 


Warwick, Cabinet 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baceort, Josern, Birminchan,. Insurance Agent May 
21 at 12.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir 
minzsham 

Bass, APOLPH, Chiswell st, Fur and Skin 
May 31 at 1 Rankrnuptey bides, Carer at 

Buiust, Sir Jouw Harvey, Hazelwell rd, Putoey 
atll 132, York rd, Westminster Bridce rd 

Brook, ANNIE, Fareham, Hants May 26 at 
Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

CHRisTororipi, Jouyx, High Holborn, Toby 0 Merchant 
May Slat il Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

CRUMP, BERTIE FREDERIC COLEMAN, Abbeville gna 
Clapham Park May 31 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs 
Carev st 

Crumpton, CLARA, Aston. Birmingham May 21 at 11.20 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191. Corporation st, Birmingham 

Davenport, Joww Percy, Edgbsston sirmincham, 
Brewer May 2lat 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

DAVIS, GrorngR Withington 
May 21 at 2.15 Off Rec. Byrom st, Vancheater 

Epwarps, Tom. Aberbargoed, Mon, Builder May 
11.80 Off Rec, 144. Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

FisHer, Poitier B. Shoot un Hill, Cricklewood 
Stat 12 Bankruntey bidgs, Carey st 

GELSTHORPR, JonN, Derby, Horse Dealer May 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 12, St Peter's churchyard, Derby 

GROVES, ARTHUR, Cwmearn, Mon. Co'lier May 21 at 1! 
Of Rec, 144, Commercial! st, Newport, Mon 

Hares, FE R, Freemant'e, Southampton May 
Off Ree, 124, Marlborough pi, Brighton 

TIRLME, SAMURL, Prestwich, Lancs, Pawnbroker 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheater 

HEWITT, JOHN Epwarp, Levenshulme, Lancashire, Cloth 
Agent May 2lat3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manches' er 

JENKINS, JouN Hows.t, Pontypridd, Haberdasher Mav 
26at11.15 Of Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Cather 
ine st, Pontypridd 

KIRK, Parpo, Berkeley st 
bligs, Carey st 

LANDALE, PAUL(VE FLORENCE, Bolton st, Piccadilly 
2atl2 Hankraptey bidgs, Carey at , 

Law, Eric, Belsize er, Hampstead May 26 at 11 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

LISTER, ALBERT WooLDRIDG*, St Leonards on Sea, Sta- 
tioarr May 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

LorD, WILLIAM, Morley, Yorks, Grocer's Assistant 
Zlat IL (hE Ree, 21, King st, Wakefleld 

MARQ' is8. FREDERICK Grornox. Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, 
Tee Merchan; May 26at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Ches- 
er 

MITCHELL, Ernxesr Epwarp, 
May 2l at3 Off Ree, 
ham 

MITCHELL, JouN, St James rd, Old Kent 
Collar Manufactarer May 21 at 12 
Carey st 


Merchant 
May 21 


of 


2.30 


Manchester, Fishmongor 
21 at 


May 


26 at 12.30 


May 21 


May 26 at 1 Bankruptcy 
May 


Sank 


May 


Ezgmanton, Notts, Grocer 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting 


rd, Linen 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 





Onton, Lrttaw Mary Stewart, Littlehampton. Laundry 
Proprietress May 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 124, Marl- 
borongh pl, Brichton 

Pownp, Harry J. Tanglevy, or Andover, Hants, Farmer 
May 2%atil Ravkruptey bidgs, Carcy st 

Sygx. THomas, Salford, Lancs, Provision Merchant 
May 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SOLE, JosepH ALLtson, Westcombe pk, Blackheath, News- 
agent May 21 at 12.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

SouTawoop, WALTER EpMOUND 
Strand, Publisher May 26 at 12 
Carey st 

Stevens, WiiwtamM, Brighton May 21 at 12 
124. Mariborouzh pl, Briehton 

Srone. Freperick, leeds, Wheelwright 
Off Rec, 74, Bond «t, Lee ls 

THomso~, Wriittamson & Co 
Yankruptey bides, Carey st 

Ververs, Joun H A, Southport, Baker May 21 at 11 
Of Ree, Union Marine bidgs, '1, Dale st, Liverrol 

Wereresroox, Witttam Jonny, Sydenham, Kent, Baker 
May 21 at 12 18%, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd. 

Woop gad, GeorGgER. Great Grimshv, Commission Agent 
May 22 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 


WILLIAM, Craven st, 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Off Rec, 
May 21 at 11 


Cullam st May 26 at ll 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BILLAM, GroroR, jan, Hinderwell, Yorks. Coal Merchant 
Stockton on Tees Pet Mar 25 rd May 8 

Fiswer, BERTRAM CECIL. Great Queen st, Advertising 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord May 10 

Groner. Winutaw James, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Draper 
Cordiff Pet May it Ord Way 11 

GILL. Vexcent, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Mar 12 Ord 
May 12 

Green, WILLIAM. Accrington, Engineer 
Mav 10 Ord May 10 

Jurreis, WILLIAM ROBERT, 
Wandsworth Pet April lo 

Jenkines, Jones Howe, 
Pontypridd Pet May 1° 

LAW. Earc, Belsiz* grove, Hampstead 
May 12 Ord May 12 

LEEps. Lucy ANNE, Gloucester gate, Ke ssington 
Court Pet Feb3 Ord Mav 12 

Lornp, WriuraM, Horbuary or Wakefield. Grocer’s Assistant 
Wakefield Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

MARTINDALE. J1mxs, Blackburn, Juiner 
19 Ord May 10 

MATTHEWS, Ropert WriLttaM ParDoR, South Audley st 
High Court Pet Feb 25 Or! May 12 

MITCHELL, Jou, St James rd, Old Kent rd, Linen Collar 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Mav 11 Ord May 11 

Moraay, Lot, Lena gdns, Hammersmith High Court 
Pet Apri! 16 Ord May 12 

NicHouson, Jawes Huoson, Fleetwood, Lancs, Solicitor 
Blackpool Pet April 22 Ord May 10 

ONION, LILIAN MARY ST¢waRrt, Littlehampton, Laundry 
Proprietress Brighton Pet May 10 Ord May 12 

Owen, Wiiuram, Mold, Flint, Saddler Chester Pet May 
1l Ord May ll 

PerrERCoRN, ALFRED, Blackheath 
12 Ord May il 

PYRAH, ALFRED, Morecambe, 
May 12 Ord May 12 

Ropinson, George ARTHUR, Otley, Yorks, 
Leeds Pet May 1! Ord Mayll 

LOWLANDS, WILLIAM WALTER, Haverfordwest, Decorator 
Pembroke Dock Pet May 10 Ord May lv 

SMITH, FREDERICK, Manchester, Picture House Manager 
Manchester Pet Mayll Ord May 11 

30L8, JoserH ALLISON, Westcombe Park, Blackheath, 
New-arent Greenwich Pet May ill Ord Mayll 

Srone, Freperick, Leds, Wheelwrig't Leeds 
April 20 Ori May 10 

STRICK, VicHOLAS JAMES, Bibbacombe, Auctionser Exeter 
Pet Mari5 Ori May 10 ‘ 

UnvERWOoD, ARTHUR RICHARD, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet May ll Ord May il 

WALKER, Henay Taomas, Worcester 
April 27 Ord May 10 

WALKER, THOMAS HENRY, Blackheath, 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord May 10 

WESTBROOK, WILLIAM JoHN, Sydenham, 
Greenwich Pet May il Ord May il 

WicKHAM, Gronox, Chatham, Milk Seller 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

WILKINSON, JoHN, Suttoa Coldfield, Warwick, Cabinet 
Maker Birmingham Pet May 10 Ord May 10 


Blackburn Pet 


Tavender hill, Draper 
Ord May 10 
Pontynridd, 
Ord May 10 
High Court 


Haber dasher 
Pet 
High 


Bolton Pet May 


Pet Max 
Pet 


Greenwich 
Lancaster Preston 


Iankceper 


Pet 


Bateher 
Worcester Pet 
Butcher 


Keat, Baker 


High 


Rochester 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
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Croft gdns, 
Pet May 13 


BURROUGHS- FOWLER, WALTER Jouy, Green 
South Hampstead, Artiss Aylesbury 
Ord May 13 

CRAM, THOMAS STUART, 
Cardiff? Pet May 13 

EMBLING, EDWIN, Lambourn, 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

EMoNns, ALFRED, Canterbury rd, Kilburn, Draper High 
Court Pet April20 Ord May l4 

GILLING, Georryarery, Whitehalic:, Uizh Court Pes Mar 
1 Ord May 14 

HLANCKE, ALFRED EDWARD, Oxford st, Restaurant Proprie- 
tor High Court PetJan 16 Ord May l4 

Harpy, Henry, Nuneaton, Tobacconist Coventry Pet 
Mayl4 Ord Maylé 

HARRIS, FREDERICK, Margate, Butcher Canterbury Pet 
May 14 Ord May l4 

HYNDMAN, FRaNctS, Warwick ri, 
Court Pet July 2 Ord May ls 


Dinas Powis, G'am, Decorator 
Ord May 13 


Berks, Groser Newbury 


Earl's Court High 





Jameson, James, Exvtiorr, Norwich rd, Forest 
Physician High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Jeryyerson, WILLIAM Ervest, Blaydon. Durham, 
Neweutle upon Tyne Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

MACPONALD, RONALD ConcLouGn, Piccadilly Circns 
Saftesbury av High Court Pet Aprillé Ord May 


12 

MALRs ALBERT Henry, Worthing, Ter ant Coffee Dealer 
Brighton Pet Mav 14 Ord May 14 

Moses, ALFRED, Copthall ct High Court Pet Mar 17 
Ord May 12 

Peacock, Harry Guest, Hastings, Licensed Victualigs 
Hastings Pet Mavi Ord May 14 


PERRYMAN, FRANK. Newton Abbot, Devon, Baker Exster 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Poperr, James, Rromiey, Kent, Builder Croydon Pe 
Mavi13 Ord Mav 13 
oy Grace, Bradford Bradford Pet May 15 Ong 
ay 15 
PuRVIS, Mitty Hewrrerta, Finchley, Baker Barnet Pet 


April 10 Ord May 13 

RUSSELL, Horace, Fox In, Palmer's Green Edmontos 
Pet Mavi3 (Ord Mav 13 

Scort, Dayrp Henry, South pl, Finsborv, Timber Mer. 
chant High Court Pet Avril21 Ord May 13 

Suga, ARTHUR, North Finchley, Tailor Barnet Pet April 
30 Ord May 13 

SHORT, ALBERT, Cerne Abbas, Dorset. Mail Cart Contractor 
Dorchester Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

SuirnH, JosepH, Cheltenham, Pony Carriage Proprietor 
Cheltenham Pet May 13 rd May 13 

SWANN, FRANCIS, Scarborough, Saddler Scarborough Pet 
May15 Ord May 15 

THomas, DC. Lianishen, Glam High Court Pet April 
19 Ord May 13 

Trseirs, WILLTAM Dawson, Leek, Staffs, Land Agent 
Macclesfield Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

TupoR Brorugrs, Brompton rd, Drapers High Court 
Pet Feb 26 Ord May 13 

Warts, ALFRED WILLIAM, Chesterfield, Derby, Innkeeper 
Chesterfield Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

WILLIAMS, ANDR®W MICHARL, Broseler, Salop, Grocer 
Shrewsbury PetMay 15 Ord May 15 

WILLtAMs, Ricwarp, Bolorgan, Anglesey, Farmer Ban- 
com Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Wricut, Atice, Ashton in Makerfleld, Lancs, Wigan 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Crowrner, Louvre’, Thorne Mandeville, Northampton 
Mav 27 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxfort 

ELLIs, Ropert, Aberdaron, Carnarvonshire, Grocer May 
26 at 1215 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

EM ONS, ALFRED, Canterbury rd, Kilburn, Draper Junel 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Grtu, Vincent, Wakefield, May 27 at 11 Off Ree, 2, 
King st, Wakefield 

GILLING, Grorrrey, Whitehall 2at ll 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GoTHorp, !RA, Lincoln, Glass and China Dealer May @ 
at12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st. Lincoln 

HANC®, ALFRED EDWARD, Oxford st, Restaurent Pro- 
prietor May 27 at 12 Bankruptey bligs, Carey st 

HyNDMAN, Francis, Warwick rd, Earl's Court May 2 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JamMESON, James ELuiort, Norwick rd, Forest Gate, 
Physician May 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JevreRson, WILLIAM ERNgst, Blaydon, Durham, Clerk 
May 28 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

Jong*, EDWARD ARTHUR. and RICHARD OWEN ROBERTS, 
Conway, Builders May 28 at 215 Castle Hotel, 
Conway 

MACDONALD, KONALD ConcLoves, Piccadilly Circus 
mans, Shaftesbury av May 27 at 11.30 Bankruptey 
bldg, Carey st 

MARTINDALE, JAMRS, Blackbur’, Joiner May 26 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 19, Exch inge st, Bolton 

Moses, ALFRED, Copthallct May 27 at 11 Bankruptey 
bides, Carey st 

ORME, HeNny MIDLAM, Burnaston, Etwall, near 
~— 27 at 11 Off Rec, 12, St Peter's chure ls 

rby 

OweN, WILLIAM, Mold, Flint, Saddler May 26 at 12.50 
Crvpt chmbrs, Chester 

PERRYMAN, FRANK, Newton Abbot, Devon, Baker May %8 
at 3.45 Off Rec, 9, Redfordcir, Exeter 

PRIESTLY, GRACR, Bradford May 27 at 11 Off Reo, 12, 

Off Rec 


et, May 


Duke st, Bradford 

PYRAH, ALFRED, Morecambe June 4 at 10.30 
13, Wincktey st, Preston 

ROBINSON, GEORGE ARTHUR, Westgate, Otley, Yorks, 
Innkeeper May 28 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 

Scorr, Davin Henry, Sonth pl, Finsbury, Timber Mer- 
chant May 27 at12 Bankraptey bidgs, Carey st 

SHORT, ALBERT, Cerne Abbas, Dorset, Mail Cart Contrac- 
tor May 25at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

SMITH, FREDERICK, Manchester, Picture House Manage? 
June 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

THoMAS, D. C., Lianishen, Glam May 27 at 11 Bank 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Tupor BrorHeRrs, Brompton rd, Drapers May 26 at 290 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

UNDERWOOD, ARTHUR RICHARD, Worcester Butcher 
May 27 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

WALKER, HENRY, THOMAS, Worcester May 27 at 11,80 
Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

WICKHAM, GronGe, Chatham. MilkSeller May 26 at 11.80 
Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

WILKINSON, JOHN, Sotton Coldfield, Warwick, Cabinet 
Maker May 28 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpor® 
tion et, Birmingham 

WILLIAMS, ANDREW MICHAEL. Broseley, Salop, Grocer 
May 29at12 Off Rec, 22, Swanhill, Shrewsbury 
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